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ABSTRACT
A two-phased process was adapted in this study to develop an assessment 
instrument to measure a soldier's psychological aptitude for effective performance as a 
warfighter or traditional peacekeeper. First, a hypothesized framework of consolidated 
psychological attributes that past research showed as contributing to effective 
performance in military environments was established. The definitions and hypothesized 
categorization of 21 psychological attributes were presented to field judges who were 
military personnel performing duties specifically related to warfighting or traditional 
peacekeeping. These participants served as the subject matter experts and determined 
which of the 21 psychological attributes significantly predicted a soldier's effective 
performance in combat or in peacekeeping. Results indicated that warfighters and 
traditional peacekeepers were distinguishable in their importance ratings and self- 
assessments of several hypothesized psychological attributes. In Study 2 the seven 
psychological attributes found to significantly predict effective performance in Study 1 
were further organized into warfighting and traditional peacekeeping aptitude scales. The 
aptitude assessment instruments were administered to another set of military personnel 
operating in, or focused on, the respective military environment and roles. Results from 
Study 2 provided confirmatory evidence for the significance of the seven hypothesized 
psychological attributes' ability to measure a soldier's aptitude and differentiate predicted 
suitability for effective performance as a warfighter or a traditional peacekeeper. 
Implications for further psychological aptitude instrument development and military 
personnel selection, screening, and training are suggested.
WARFIGHTER - PEACEKEEPER PSYCHOLOGICAL APTITUDE
Assessing the Soldier's Psychological Aptitude for 
Effective Performance in Combat or Traditional Peacekeeping Operations
INTRODUCTION
Examining psychological dimensions of the soldier in both peacekeeping and 
warfighting is relevant and important for 21st Century military forces. The increased 
importance placed on international relations and diplomacy, the global economy, and 
human rights, coupled with the proliferation of international and regional alliances (e.g., 
the United Nations, North Atlantic Treaty Organization, European Union, Association of 
South East Asian Nations, Organization of American States, Organization of African 
Unity, Arab League of Nations) and continued inter and intrastate conflicts, has led many 
nations to call on their armed forces to perform across a widening spectrum of operations. 
In today’s post-Cold War environment characterized by an end to super power rivalry 
and an increase in international cooperation, modem militaries rarely exist solely to 
defend borders or to fight and win their nations' wars. For instance, the importance of 
military operations other than war (MOOTW), including peace operations, in 
international diplomacy is clearly reflected in the United States Department of Defense 
(DOD) mission statement (U.S. Department of Defense, 2002) . The DOD is responsible 
for fielding and sustaining the military capabilities needed to meet the demand for U.S. 
forces, not only to protect the U.S. from direct threats and to help maintain peace and 
stability in regions critical to U.S. interests, but also to help support multinational efforts
2
3to bring peace to regions tom by ethnic, tribal, or religious conflicts and to ameliorate 
human suffering. In fulfilling these objectives, the DOD has deployed U.S. military 
forces to more than 30 troubled areas around the world to conduct peace operations 
ranging from disaster relief to peace enforcement in the last decade alone. Since 1988, 
The UN has established 38 peace operations, nearly three times as many as in the first 40 
years of the organization’s existence. Over 50,000 U.S. soldiers deployed to major peace 
operations, both UN and non-UN, in 1998 (U.S. Congressional Budget Office, 1999). 
With nearly 13 million people living as refugees and another 22 million internally 
displaced, armed conflicts continue to uproot more people worldwide than any other 
cause. Recent dramatic events in the Ivory Coast, Liberia, and Haiti further emphasize the 
importance of political and military preparedness to prevent or shorten such conflicts.
These past and ongoing military deployments to conduct operations other than 
war provide evidence that the individual soldier in modem militaries is expected to 
perform in ever-changing roles far more diverse than as a traditional warfighter. In many 
instances, soldiers have to be resocialized to accept the position that their traditional 
mission is not simply to fight and win wars, but rather to do what their nation asks them 
to do (Adler, Litz, & Bartone, 2003). The varying nature of warfare and the increased use 
of militaries as instruments of policy have raised a number of questions and arguments as 
to the changing psychological dimensions concerning the modem soldier. Many nations 
strive to establish optimum selection and training processes for their soldiers to ensure 
they perform their duties effectively. The psychological readiness of military personnel 
can be directly measured and quantified, thereby providing a useful framework for the
4development of psychological and psychosocial measures (Castro, Adler, & Huffman, 
1999). Identifying and measuring the attributes predictive of soldier performance could 
ultimately lead to enhanced readiness and performance through more effective methods 
of selection, screening, and training. This in turn could add to overall mission success 
when these findings are applied to the understanding that effectively performing 
individual warfighters and peacekeepers contribute to the unit's overall performance.
Many varying definitions exist for the warrior ethos, though it is generally agreed 
that it is a concept embodying the will to fight, persevere, and win in the most demanding 
of combat situations. The idea of a warrior ethos has its origins in the Greek phalanx of 
Hellenic military tradition at the dawn of decisive warfare in which battles and wars were 
decided by men who closed on one another face-to-face, stabbed, struck, or shot at close 
range and physically drove the enemy from the battlefield (Hanson, 2001). According to 
modem U.S. Army doctrine, the warrior ethos is a mindset characterized by mental 
toughness, courage, dedication, and a winning attitude that is developed in soldiers 
through realistic and demanding training (U.S. Army, 1999). Exploring the psychological 
attributes that potentially contribute to the warrior ethos and effective warfighter 
performance is intended to aid in understanding the individual soldier's psychological 
dimensions associated with the highest levels of conflict intensity.
Similarly, examining those attributes thought to contribute to the peacekeeper's 
effective performance in the traditional, first-generation peacekeeping environment will 
help in defining the peacekeeper ethos. Abilities associated with security, garrison, and 
constabulary duties have existed throughout history, but the concept of a peacekeeper
5ethos is relatively new, originating with the establishment of UN peacekeeping missions 
in the 20th Century. Incorporating the principles of peacekeeping, the peacekeeper ethos 
is characterized as the collection of psychological attributes including impartiality, 
diplomacy and negotiation, and commitment to minimum use of force to resolve conflict, 
which contribute to effective peacekeeper performance.
A detailed investigation of these separate ends of the conflict continuum, 
warfighting and traditional peacekeeping, will aid in identifying, comparing, and 
solidifying the psychological aspects of the warrior ethos and the peacekeeper ethos. 
Differentiating among attributes for both peacekeepers and warfighters is expected to 
allow for further development of valid and reliable measures that can aid in determining 
what level of psychological fitness a soldier must possess to successfully perform his 
duties in these respective environments. Such measures are clearly advantageous for 
building understanding of the increasingly complex psychological challenges that 
soldiers face in modem military operations, and may help military commanders improve 
their abilities to screen soldiers and develop training programs.
Further, examining and differentiating among the psychological attributes in these 
two contexts will not only provide insight into the psychological dimensions contributing 
to military members' effective performances as warfighters or peacekeepers, but will also 
provide a framework in which to view the psychological dimensions of soldiers in 
modem operational settings. Rather than attempt to examine the psychological attributes 
required for effective performance across a potentially infinite number of conditions 
military personnel may face in 21 st Century military operations, exploration of the two
6differing operational environments of war and traditional peacekeeping will provide a 
more useful framework. This dichotomous perspective will allow for further 
understanding of the attributes required to meet the multiple psychological challenges 
soldiers face in 21st Century military operations, which are often characterized by 
increased ambiguity, varying levels of conflict, and ill-defined parties and objectives; 
those operations that lie in the "gray areas" between traditional peacekeeping and 
warfighting.
A two-phased process was adapted in this study to develop an assessment 
instrument to measure a soldier's psychological aptitude for effective performance as a 
warfighter or traditional peacekeeper. First, a hypothesized framework of consolidated 
psychological attributes that past research showed as contributing to effective 
performance in military environments was established. Rather than attempting to define 
what effective performance looks like in the respective military environments, the focus 
of this study was on determining the psychological attributes that are judged to be 
required for effective performance. The definitions and hypothesized categorization of 21 
psychological attributes were presented to field judges who were military personnel 
performing duties specifically related to warfighting or traditional peacekeeping. These 
participants served as the subject matter experts and determined which of the 21 
psychological attributes significantly predicted a soldier's effective performance in 
combat or in peacekeeping. In the second study the seven psychological attributes found 
to significantly predict effective performance were further organized into warfighting and 
traditional peacekeeping aptitude scales and presented to another set of military personnel
7operating in, or focused on, the respective military environment and roles. Results from 
Study 2 were expected to provide confirmatory evidence for the significance of the seven 
hypothesized psychological attributes' ability to measure a soldier's aptitude, or suitability 
for effective performance as a warfighter or a traditional peacekeeper.
CHAPTER I
DIFFERENTIATING WARFIGHTER AND TRADITIONAL PEACEKEEPER 
PSYCHOLOGICAL ATTRIBUTES FOR EFFECTIVE PERFORMANCE 
Psychological Attributes o f Effective Warfighters
Despite the multitudes of interpretations, most will agree that war involves the
aggressive application of force to impose the will of one group on another. Whatever
term is chosen for the individuals performing the acts of war, the warfighter, warrior or
combatant lie at the crux of human experience as wars and conflict have shaped and
molded the texture of history. In the words of Marshall Saxe: “The human heart is the
starting point in all matters pertaining to war” (Fuller, 1957, p. 157). Soldiers of all
nations are trained to prevail in combat over a clearly defined foe and the traditional
soldier's psychology is one of force and intimidation (Langholtz & Leentjes, 2001).
Though the meanings, tactics, and weaponry of war are constantly changing and
becoming more complex, nations continue to train, equip, and deploy their combat
soldiers for the purpose of fighting and winning on the battlefield. Even in an age when
the strategic posture of deterrence can sometimes mislead armies into forgetting that,
even if war prevention is their most usual function, warfighting is their ultimate task
(Holmes, 1985). General Douglas MacArthur summed up the warfighter mission in his
speech to West Point Cadets in 1962:
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9Through all this welter of change and development, your mission 
remains fixed, determined, inviolable. It is to win our wars.
Everything else in your professional career is but corollary to this 
vital dedication.
Many nations invest vast resources in developing weapons systems and training 
soldiers to maintain their ability to win in war. Technological, tactical, and strategic 
advances do not however cancel out the need for courage, endurance, resolution, cool- 
headedness, and audacity (Fuller, 1957). The intangible factors, especially the 
psychological fitness of warfighters, are equally vital to wartime victories. The 
psychological dimensions contributing to warfighters’ effective performance and 
battlefield success is commonly referred to as the warrior ethos.
The warrior ethos is the sum of the distinguishing characteristics that describe 
what it means to be a Soldier: committed to, and prepared to, close with and kill or 
capture the enemy (Honore & Cerjan, 2002). Figure 1 provides several common 
definitions and descriptions of the warrior ethos and what it means to the individual 
soldier. Studies along these lines aid in understanding the individual soldier's 
psychological dimensions associated with the highest levels of conflict intensity. They 
provide insight into the individual in combat and will further an examination of the 
psychological attributes that potentially contribute to the warrior ethos and effective 
warfighter performance. For instance, Buckingham (1999) defines the warrior ethos as 
the character, values, behaviors, and attributes developed within groups of warriors over
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centuries of armed combat which are essential to closing with and destroying an enemy. 
In his examination, Buckingham (1999) identifies five distinctive traits (i.e., discipline, 
sacrifice, cohesion, strength, and authority) that contribute to the warrior ethos and 
success on the battlefield. Burbelo & Zinsser (2003) recommend six concepts and 
methods for developing the warrior ethos, or the mental edge for excellence in combat 
performance. The authors argue that the warrior ethos is not only built through the 
experience of tough, realistic training, but is an internal mindset for success and 
achievement on the battlefield which can be trained to ensure a mental edge (Burbelo & 
Zinsser, 2003).
The study of soldiers in war and armed conflict has played an important role in 
understanding the psychology of human behavior. As J.F.C. Fuller (1957) pointed out in 
his personality study of Generals Ulysses S. Grant and Robert E. Lee, “at base, seven- 
eighths of the history of war is psychological. Material conditions change, yet the heart of 
man changes but little” (p. 7). One of several studies exploring the psychological 
dimensions concerning how and why soldiers fight includes the Stouffer & Lumsdaine 
(1949) study of combat-experienced soldiers during World War II. This in-depth study of 
individuals in combat was instrumental in establishing quantitative measures for combat 
attitudes and behavior. Psychological research in the area of armed conflict has led many 
nations to realize the value of soldier testing. Psychological testing of soldiers’ cognitive, 
social, and personality attributes, usually at the entry level, has become a useful human 
resource management tool allowing for enhanced individual readiness and performance 
through better recruiting, training, and treatment programs. For instance, as part of the
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formal application process for service in the United States armed forces, prospects take 
the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB), which is a battery of tests 
used to determine enlistment eligibility and qualifications for military occupation. The 
ASVAB consists of 10 tests, four of which include the Armed Forces Qualifications Test 
(AFQT): arithmetic reasoning, mathematics knowledge, word knowledge, and paragraph 
comprehension. The AFQT is a general test used to measure a prospective recruit’s 
trainability and job performance. The ASVAB and AFQT are the primary indices used to 
measure recruit aptitude and determine their overall trainability and eligibility for 
different military occupations. These general tests are intended to measure a potential 
soldier’s abilities to adjust to military life and learn the skills required to perform in 
certain military specialties, but do not necessarily provide useful psychological indicators 
of future effective performance in the warfighting context. In general, militaries view past 
performance and individual experience as the key indicators for future performance: How 
many real combat operations, live-fire exercises, training center rotations, and military 
schools has the unit or individual soldier successfully completed? In this sense, an 
individual soldier's past performances in military environments, including military 
schools, field training exercises, and especially real-world deployments, show potential 
for effective future performance.
Various studies have examined multiple psychological aspects in attempting to 
predict individual soldiers’ combat effectiveness. In a survey of over 600 U.S. Army 
paratroopers, Cockerham & Cohen (1981) found that variables pertaining to the 
paratroopers’ discipline, bond to the military organization, individual attitudes, and
12
patriotism appeared to form the core dispositions for combat motivation and the 
willingness to volunteer for foreign combat missions. A portion of this study used the 
Combat Ethic scale (Brown & Moskos, 1976; Burrelli & Segal, 1982; Cockerham & 
Cohen, 1981; Segal & Meeker, 1985), which contains nine different military deployment 
scenarios used to measure a soldier’s propensity to volunteer for combat. The Combat 
Ethic scale has been used in several instances to predict individual combat orientation. 
Kellet (1982) argued that the importance of the primary group, ideologies, and 
preconceptions of combat play a crucial role in explaining soldiers’ willingness and 
motivation to perform their duties in a combat situation.
Several studies have further focused on individual psychological attributes
thought to contribute to effective warfighter performance. In investigating members of
\
the Israeli Defense Force (IDF) who participated in the combat of the 1973 Arab-Israeli 
War, Gal (1995) reviewed personality evaluations of 77 soldiers who were awarded the 
Israeli Bravery Medal. Overall personality scores consisted of mean scores obtained from 
seven personality evaluations conducted by trained psychologists who had interviewed 
and assessed the candidates. In comparison to the control group of soldiers who did not 
receive bravery medals, the soldiers who did receive the medal scored significantly 
higher on the personality attributes of devotion to duty, decisiveness, and perseverance 
under stress (Gal, 1995). Shalit (1988) viewed combat potential as a coping behavior 
relating to an individual soldier’s ability to appraise the environmental demands and his 
potential for handling them. White & Olmstead (1997) conducted content analysis of 
behavioral-event interviews of 375 combat-experienced U.S. Army soldiers to develop a
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list of 25 Combat Effectiveness Variables (CEVs). This study borrowed from five 
previous studies of U.S. Army soldier attributes in selecting the resulting CEVs which 
remain an important contribution to understanding individual behaviors and attributes 
that contribute to combat effectiveness. Kilcullen, Mael, Goodwin, & Zazanis (1999) 
used rational biodata scales and panels of experienced military personnel to establish four 
main categories used in predicting U.S. Army Special Forces field performance.
Kilcullen et al. (1999) investigated 30 attributes organized into cognitive, 
communication, interpersonal and motivational, and physical abilities and found that 
motivational attributes (e.g., achievement orientation, initiative, perseverance, 
dependability) were most predictive of field performance.
Psychological Attributes o f  Effective Peacekeepers
The changing nature of international relations and peacekeeping operations over 
the last 50 years has led to several varying views in defining the peacekeeping 
operational environment. One of the factors contributing to the complexity of peace 
operations is that there is no common perspective or standard taxonomy for defining the 
missions. The word “peacekeeping” does not exist in the UN Charter. However, 
peacekeeping operations are those missions broadly defined and undertaken within 
Chapter VI (Pacific Settlement of Disputes) and Chapter VII (Actions with Respect to 
Threats to Peace, Breaches of Peace, and Acts of Aggression) of the UN Charter (United 
Nations, 1945). It is generally understood that peacekeeping operations lie along a 
continuum encompassed by the definitions found within Chapters VI and VII, in which 
Chapter VI peacekeeping includes diplomatic negotiation as the mainstay of conflict
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settlement and Chapter VII peacekeeping is the forceful enforcement of a settlement.
This view can be problematic however in modern application, especially as peacekeeping 
has evolved and the international community has had to confront the issue of State 
sovereignty and rethink the UN role in securing peace in what has come to be known as 
the “failed State” (United Nations, 1996).
Soon after the UN was founded, early peacekeeping operations, referred to now as 
traditional, first generation, or "chapter six and a half' peacekeeping, responded to inter­
state conflicts and were characterized by sovereign nations with organized armies 
consenting to a cease-fire. UN mandated forces monitored the agreed-upon cease-fire and 
separation of forces while a permanent peace was brokered through diplomatic and 
political means. Operationally, a traditional peacekeeping mission is a static operation 
with the purpose of monitoring activities and reacting in a way that will de-escalate the 
conflict by peaceful means. Several current international and regional operations fit 
within the first generation or traditional peacekeeping operation definition, including the 
Multinational Force and Observer Mission in Sinai, Egypt (MFO-Sinai), Operation Able 
Sentry (Macedonia), Operation Joint Forge and Stabilization Force (SFOR, Bosnia), Task 
Force Falcon (KFOR, Kosovo), United Nations Observer Mission in Georgia 
(UNOMIG), the United Nations Mission in Ethiopia and Eritrea (UNMEE), the United 
Nations Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSO) in Palestine, the United Nations 
Peacekeeping Force in Cypress (UNFICYP), and the United Nations Mission for the 
Referendum in Western Sahara (MINURSO).
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The traditional peacekeeping soldier, or peacekeeper, will remain the physical 
representation of the world’s effort to maintain international peace and security. His or 
her effective performance is essential for current and future peace operations and will 
continue to play a critical role in international security into the 21st Century. For the 
purposes of this research, a peacekeeper is a soldier who performs in the narrowly 
defined environment of traditional or first generation peacekeeping operations in which 
he or she is an impartial third party to a conflict. Soldiers serving on traditional 
peacekeeping operations are called upon to use a different set of psychological 
approaches. Instead of using force to achieve their ends, they use the tools of persuasion 
and trust to limit fighting between the armies engaged in the conflict (Langholtz & 
Leentjes, 2001). A peacekeeper is focused on maintaining, building, restoring, or 
stabilizing peace and non-violent conflict resolution, as opposed to the warfighter who is 
a direct combatant focused on missions directed toward a clear objective defined in terms 
of an enemy, terrain, or resources. The peacekeeper is a third party to someone else’s 
conflict who strives to prevent the use of force and limit conflict intensity, whereas the 
warfighter is a direct participant in the conflict who is expected to willingly use force to 
overcome a clearly defined foe. Principals of the peacekeeping ethos include the concept 
of impartial application of the techniques of conflict resolution to contain and limit 
violence (Langholtz, 1998). To properly examine the peacekeeping ethos it is important 
to understand the operational environment and psychological demands that a peacekeeper 
will likely face. Like war, peacekeeping is a military enterprise serving political ends; but
16
unlike war, it is typically conducted in an environment that is not well defined, lacks a 
focal enemy, and may lack clearly defined mission objectives (Franke, 2003).
Military operations in general present many psychological challenges to the 
individual soldier. Peacekeeping places special demands on military members and these 
should be taken into account when suitability for deployment is being assessed (Pinch, 
1994b). Though a few nations organize and train units for the sole purpose of conducting 
peacekeeping operations (e.g., Canada, Ireland, and Norway), the majority of national 
military forces do not consider peacekeeping a primary mission. Peacekeeping generally 
receives lower priority in training time and resources, compounding the difficulty in 
soldiers’ abilities to operate in the complex environment. The peacekeepers’ role is like 
many other temporary roles that are not involved in fighting wars that military personnel 
are asked to play, often with little structure; while they are constructed and played, they 
are not psychologically internalized and do not become part of the soldier’s identity 
(Segal, 2001). Many peacekeeping operations require soldiers to perform tasks far 
removed from the ones they would be expected to perform during conventional warfare. 
Inherent tension exists for the soldier in traditional peacekeeping operations because they 
require the peacekeeper to achieve the unit’s objectives through visible, overt, and 
coordinated performance, which conflicts with the familiar tactics of the combat role. 
Unlike conventional combat operations, which place a premium on stealth during patrol, 
peacekeeping operations generally use patrols to demonstrate a visible presence and to 
obtain vital intelligence or to assess the situation in a particular area (Hardesty & Ellis, 
1997).
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Traditional peacekeeping presents a unique psychological challenge for many 
nations’ combat-trained soldiers who must as peacekeepers adhere to measured and 
restrained responses to hostility. The potential for incompatibility exists between a 
soldier’s combat training and martial orientation as a warfighter on the one hand, and the 
restraint and impartiality required of the peacekeeper on the other. The prescriptions 
associated with the identity images of "peacekeeper" and "warrior" are themselves 
conflicting, and soldiers are often expected to adopt both types of identities during a 
single operation (Britt, 1998). This contradiction and role ambiguity between aggressive 
warrior identity and the mission objectives of a traditional peacekeeping operation can be 
distressing and may present the soldier with cognitive dilemmas in resolving identity 
tensions to fulfill the role of a peacekeeper. Personal accounts of U.S. peacekeepers still 
confirm the suggestion that participating in peacekeeping operations may challenge the 
stability of established self-conceptions (Franke, 2003). Peacekeeping involves a 
psychological change from an adversarial to a pacific role; from confrontation to third- 
party presence. In peacekeeping there is often no physical enemy force: the objective is to 
avoid hostilities, to improve communication between the parties, and to advance the 
process of reconciliation. Further, effective performance in peacekeeping operations 
demands a fair-minded and impartial approach while operating in an atmosphere of 
distrust and suspicion between the protagonists, often under difficult and provocative 
circumstances.
Peacekeepers also face the psychological challenges of building trust and 
maintaining impartiality in dealing with the many parties involved, while protecting the
18
force through security and deterrence. It is often a delicate balancing act between 
diplomacy and security. Peacekeepers must always operate along that uncomfortable 
border between peaceable and forceful settlement of disputes (McLean, 1996). Soldiers 
face the challenges of dealing with multiple agendas of members of other militaries, 
refugees, noncombatants, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), the media, and the 
multiple belligerents or warring factions. This necessitates a full understanding of the 
causes of the conflict -  political, military and economic -  as well as the social and 
cultural environment. Peacekeeping is characterized by more players and significantly 
less precise definitions of relationships (Eyre, 1994). Maintaining impartiality between 
two or more warring parties taxes the mental apparatus of the individual peacekeeper, 
thereby also possibly increasing the risk of psychological effects (Weisaeth, 2003).
In attempting to determine if peacekeeping service demands additional training 
beyond what a home army provides, and if soldiers can be effective in the peacekeeping 
job if they cannot use force except in self-defense, Moskos (1976) identified novel 
demands of the peacekeeping environment. In his study on the United Nations 
Peacekeeping Operation in Cyprus (UNFICYP), Moskos showed that resocializing a 
military force not to use force and the morale problems associated with boredom and 
tedium in peacekeeping duties were unique psychological challenges in the peacekeeping 
environment. In an attempt to clarify the nature of the peacekeeping environment, Adler, 
Litz, & Bartone (2003) distinguish two main categories of stressors encountered by 
peacekeepers on deployment. The first category contains stressors any soldier might 
experience while in a deployed environment and includes conflicts related to separations
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from home and family, work (e.g., leadership issues, lack of meaningful work, pay 
issues), and physical conditions (e.g., the climate, privacy, food quality). This category 
can apply to all soldiers, including warfighters, whereas the second category of stressors 
includes the situations uniquely related to peacekeeping duty. Potentially traumatic 
situations a peacekeeper may face include, snipers, mines, mass graves, being taken 
hostage, or having to handle bodies, experiences with uncontrolled mobs, conflict at 
checkpoints, witnessing the effects of conflict, contact with child victims of conflict, 
rejection by the local population, and teasing or taunting (Adler, Litz, & Bartone, 2003). 
The authors argue that considering a clear set of potential stressors is crucial for 
understanding peacekeeping operations and peacekeepers’ coping processes to develop 
future interventions for effective performance or treatment.
Peacekeepers may experience an extremely fluid and complex operational 
environment, in which they face varying mission tasks and levels of possible conflict.
The variety of peacekeeping definitions and multiple stressors noted earlier are indicators 
of the environmental complexities the peacekeeper faces. Rules of engagement (ROE), or 
the norms and regulations that define the legitimate use of force and guide behavior 
during an operation (Franke, 2003) can add further psychological strain during an 
operation. ROE limit peacekeepers to certain kinds of responses and reoccurring ROE 
changes can lead to further confusion and frustration for the peacekeeper. Stress levels 
even within one operation can change dramatically depending on the time period and the 
rotation (Weisaeth, 2003).
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Can a soldier trained as a warfighter be an effective peacekeeper, and will serving 
as a peacekeeper hurt a soldier’s abilities to perform in war? In the many arguments made 
for and against using combat-trained soldiers in peacekeeping operations, extensive 
research has been conducted to examine traditional, combat-trained soldiers performing 
temporary roles as peacekeepers. In predicting future challenges of peacekeeping 
operations, Janowitz wrote that the military establishment becomes a constabulary force 
when it is continuously prepared to act, committed to the minimum use of force, and 
seeks viable international relations rather than victory (Janowitz, 1960). From this 
perspective, it could be argued that modem soldiers that must maintain endless flexibility 
to meet future challenges are no longer part of a warfighting or combat-oriented force, 
but make up a large-scale constabulary or police force. In the past, many have pointed to 
the role ambiguity and resulting psychological detractors of the traditional peacekeeping 
environment as the basis for strong arguments against using combat-trained soldiers as 
peacekeepers. For instance, Segal, Reed, & Rohall (1998) compared the constabulary 
attitudes between a U.S. Army reserve unit and an active duty, combat-trained unit 
serving on a traditional peacekeeping operation. The constabulary attitude survey 
measured the soldiers’ degree of comfort with the peacekeeping norms of impartiality 
and minimal use of force and their beliefs about the appropriateness of peacekeeping for 
their unit and individual careers. They argued that reserve soldiers are a more appropriate 
source for peacekeepers than active duty soldiers are because they found that the reserve 
soldiers generally maintained more constabulary attitudes. However, majorities of both
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samples (reserve and active duty) felt that professional soldiers could perform equally 
effectively at peacekeeping and warfighting (Adler, Litz, & Bartone, 2003).
Recognizing the potential for increased conflict intensity, stagnation of combat 
skills, and boredom, many units continue combat-oriented training that emphasizes 
flexibility and adaptability at the small unit level during peacekeeping deployments to 
maintain readiness and morale. In some cases, taking part in peacekeeping operations 
could actually improve warfighting skills by providing “real” deployment experience and 
“real” missions, thus increasing a unit’s cohesion, leadership skills, and opportunities to 
work in environments more like those of wartime (U.S. Congressional Budget Office, 
1999). Many nations that strive for involvement in international security are 
economically incapable of creating, training, and deploying specialized units specifically 
used for peacekeeping operations. Further, history has shown that combat-trained soldiers 
can, and do, perform effectively in the peacekeeping setting. In reporting 14 years of 
research focused on U.S. peacekeepers performing the MFO mission in Sinai, Egypt, 
Segal (2001) concluded that they all adapted to the mission and its norm of impartiality 
and performed it effectively (Segal, 2001). U.S. soldiers, both reserve and combat-trained 
active duty, have been successfully performing peacekeeping duties associated with 
monitoring the Camp David Accords peace agreement separating Egypt and Israel since 
1982. Despite the psychological challenges of performing in peacekeeping missions, it 
would appear that U.S. soldiers do not wholly reject fulfilling military duties within the 
peacekeeping ethos (Adler, Litz, & Bartone, 2003).
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Historically, training for peace operations has been unstructured and has grown 
largely from experiences that were passed on to successors, adapting wartime mission 
skills to fit the particular area of operation (Bankus, 2002). Though it is assumed that 
military soldiers are trained in basic soldiering skills including survival on the battlefield, 
organization, and communication, it is also widely agreed that the complexity of the 
peacekeeping operational environment requires some need for specific training falling 
outside of the realm of normal combat-oriented training. For example, tasks including 
manning checkpoints and observation posts, searching vehicles, escorting and securing 
humanitarian agencies and refugees, and third-party negotiating are normally not 
practiced in preparing for combat operations. There are also increasing assertions that 
-basic military education and training at all levels should include peacekeeping subject 
matter (e.g., the history and nature of peace operations, potential constraints and 
limitations, and principles of peacekeeping) given that it can no longer be assumed that 
external military operations are solely concerned with fighting (James, 1996). 
Nevertheless, there is little agreement on universal standardization for the screening or 
training of units or individuals assigned to peacekeeping operations. The United Nations 
Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO) has recently developed the 
Standardized Training Generic Modules (SGTM) Level 1 to address this problem. This 
program was created to provide training guidelines on all aspects identified as “basic 
universal training requirements” for United Nations peacekeepers (United Nations,
2003). However, each nation is responsible for the training, evaluation, selection, and 
screening of the personnel it sends as part of its national contingent (Kidwell &
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Langholtz, 1998). The lack of codified peacekeeping doctrine adds to the difficulties in 
evaluating unit and soldier performance in peacekeeping training and operations.
While much attention and discussion has been given to establishing agreed upon 
doctrine, integrated training, and common rules of engagement, there are still very few 
objective standards or universal definitions for what constitutes successful performance 
in peacekeeping operations. Peacekeeper training and evaluation varies from nation to 
nation, and many nations that contribute forces to peacekeeping operations have 
established national training institutions. Many of these training programs incorporate 
skills unique to peacekeeping, such as conflict resolution and negotiating techniques, 
civil-military relations, and cross-cultural communications. In the United Nations 
Institute for Training and Research Programme of Correspondence Instruction 
(UNITAR-POCI) peacekeeping operations course, Wilkinson (1996) very broadly 
defines the ultimate measure of success in peace operations as a fair settlement, not 
victory. This openness to subjective standards and definitions of success adds to the 
perceived increase in complexity of the operation in comparison to combat operations in 
which defining success tends to be clearer cut. For instance, Battalion X is successful in 
conducting an attack when the enemy is destroyed or a particular piece of terrain is 
occupied. In war, the criteria for mission success are often relatively clear, whereas 
mission success in traditional peacekeeping operations can be much more difficult for 
soldiers to grasp (Britt, 1998).
Research in the psychological aspects of the peacekeeper has increased over the 
last two decades just as the frequency of peacekeeping operations and their complexity
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have increased. Understanding the unique stressors soldiers encounter while deployed on 
peacekeeping operations has become increasingly critical for many nations considering 
the preparation and deployment of their military forces to effectively complete 
peacekeeping missions. Many studies have closely examined psychological stressors 
unique to peacekeeping operations (e.g., Bartone, Adler, & Vaitkus, 1998; Britt, 1998; 
Franke, 1999; Harleman, 1998; Weisaeth, 2003) to gain a better understanding of the 
environmental and social factors that affect soldiers and units. Other studies have 
investigated soldier attitudes about the appropriateness and challenges of operations other 
than war, such as peacekeeping (e.g., Avant & Lebovic, 2000; Battistelli, 1997; Janowitz, 
1960; Miller, 1997; Miller & Moskos, 1995; Segal & Meeker, 1985; Segal, Reed, & 
Rohall, 1998). Though these studies provide insight into the psychological challenges 
peacekeepers face and their perceptions, opinions, and attitudes toward post-Cold War 
military operations, they do not point to psychological attributes required for effective 
performance in those operational environments.
Studies that examine individual soldier attributes are relatively few in the 
peacekeeping literature, but are worth considering. In Peace Soldiers, Moskos (1976) 
surveyed the military and civilian participants deployed in support of the UNFICYP 
peacekeeping operation and measured soldiers’ constabulary ethic and internationalist 
attitudes. Constabulary ethic was defined as “the minimal use of force shading into 
noncoercion” (p. 105) and internationalism as the “commitment to use and be bound by 
political institutions transcending the nation state” (p. 107). Moskos was able to find a 
positive correlation between constabulary ethic and internationalism scores and the
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overall evaluation of the peacekeeping operation’s success. Segal & Meeker (1985) 
conducted surveys of U.S. Army paratroopers before, during, and after deployment to the 
MFO Sinai peacekeeping mission. The researchers used the multiple item indexes of 
combat ethic and orientation in showing an incompatibility of strong combat orientation 
and constabulary mission performance. They did not however argue for combat 
orientation as a negative predictor of peacekeeping performance. In a study of U.S. Army 
reserve soldiers deployed as part of the MFO Sinai, Mael, Kilcullen, & White (1996) 
developed a model of individual attributes relevant to peacekeeping based on soldier 
surveys, interviews, and job knowledge tests. The model includes 22 attributes concluded 
to be especially useful for soldier participation in the MFO Sinai peacekeeping mission. 
Data revealed general agreement on attribute importance for both officers and soldiers. 
The authors also noted that enlisted soldiers viewed stress tolerance and tolerance for 
boredom as more important than did officers, perhaps reflecting the greater stretches of 
time soldiers spent in observation posts (Kilcullen et al., 1994). Schmidtchen (1997) of 
the Australian Army Psychology Corps presented a model of three major psychological 
dimensions that define what makes a successful peacekeeper. From his qualitative study 
of Australian Defense Force soldiers who had peacekeeping operation experience, 
Schmidtchen (1997) determined that individual qualities (stability, maturity, reliability), 
problem-solving skills (flexible application of skill base, developing innovative 
solutions), and team skills (interpersonal abilities), were key measures in predicting an 
individual soldier’s success as a peacekeeper.
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Though the basic individual and small unit collective tasks and the psychological 
challenges share similarities across the varying duties and locations of peacekeeping 
operations, psychological assessments or predictors remain extremely varied. Australians 
may test a soldier for certain attributes that might predict peacekeeping performance, 
while the Austrians, Belgians, Canadians, Irish, Swedish, United Kingdom, and U.S. each 
look for something different. As a further complication, many national militaries conduct 
soldier testing at different times during their careers. For instance, the assessment of 
knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAs) and physical fitness in both the U.S. and 
Canadian militaries is intense at the entry-level, but lacking throughout soldiers’ career 
progression (Pinch, 1994a). The ability to identify and measure individual attributes 
critical to peacekeeper performance is clearly advantageous for future peacekeeping 
operations. Valid and reliable measures that can aid in determining what level of 
psychological fitness a soldier must possess to successfully perform his or her duties 
while deployed on a peacekeeping operation could ultimately lead to enhanced readiness 
and performance through more effective methods of selection, screening, and training. 
Peacekeeper and Warflghter Attribute Selection
Because it is difficult to develop measures for effectiveness for any test when a 
universal definition for successful performance of the task does not exist, we must 
operate under a set of assumptions. In a projected world of multiple, uncertain, and 
changing threats there is no easily defined single standard of effectiveness; nor is it easy 
to define the minimum level of each psychological attribute that a soldier should possess 
(Rumsey, 1995). Studies of individual psychological aspects of warfighting and
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peacekeeping do not easily lend themselves to being proven in an experimental setting 
using statistics to show significance at the .05 level. Established assertions based on an 
extensive review of the literature and existing tests are needed to select and 
operationalize the attributes associated with peacekeeper and warfighter performance. 
Identifying and defining these attributes were based on a synthesis of relevant attributes 
compiled from existing research concerning the psychological dimensions of military 
performance in the peacekeeping and warfighting environments.
It is widely agreed that a prerequisite for being an effective peacekeeper is being a 
good soldier, which is inherently linked to being an effective warfighter as well. 
Peacekeepers are expected to maintain the ability to interchange peacekeeping roles to 
the combat abilities of a warfighter in the fluid environment of peacekeeping operations. 
Thus, overlap is expected in assessment dimensions for both peacekeepers and 
warfighters and it will be beneficial to measure attributes relevant to both. For example, 
Britt’s (2003) study of aspects of identity that relate to individual levels of job 
engagement found a negative, significant correlation between warriorism and 
peacekeeper identity among U.S. Army Rangers. However, the correlation was not very 
strong, indicating that U.S. Army Rangers may “possess a high level of warriorism and a 
strong peacekeeper identity” (Britt, 2003, p. 36). Furthermore, the view that past 
performance predicts future performance dominates several existing studies that have 
used soldiers experienced in warfighting (e.g., Kilcullen, Mael, Goodwin, & Zazanis, 
1999; Lieberman, Bathalon, Falco, Georgelis, Morgan, Niro, & Tharion, 2002; Rumsey, 
1995; White & Olmstead, 1997) and peacekeeping (e.g., Kilcullen, Goodwin, Chen,
28
Wisecarver, & Sanders, 2002; Mael, Kilcullen, & White, 1996; Schmidtchen, 1997; 
Segal, 2001; White & Olmstead, 1997) to establish expert consensus in determining 
baseline attributes that might predict effective performance. These studies use subject 
matter experts (SMEs; e.g., soldiers with past combat and peacekeeping experience, 
military psychologists, panels of informed judges) and in-depth analyses of task 
performance standards (i.e., job analysis) to identify potential psychological attributes 
contributing to effective performance in combat and peacekeeping operations. Job 
analysis is an effective tool in identifying the tasks performed by the job incumbents, the 
qualities required on the job, and the physical, technological, and social conditions under 
which the job gets done (Sumer, Sumer, Demirutku, & Cifci, 2001).
In selecting attributes that are most likely to reveal warfighter and peacekeeper 
performance, a wide selection of constructs was examined. The attribute selection 
process for this study focused primarily on individual soldiers rather than the social 
environment or influences of the primary group and military socialization. Though a few 
basic and complex cognitive skills are specifically targeted in the attribute list, the 
selection does not include many of the characteristics that are basic, entry-level military 
service considerations (e.g., susceptibility for PTSD, alcohol abuse, and depression). 
Selection of the traditional peacekeeper psychological attributes was derived from the 
agreement among empirical findings presented in the Mael et al. (1996) study of U.S. 
Army soldiers deployed as part of the MFO Sinai, and the White, Rumsey, & Matyuf 
(1994) presentation of psychology dimensions of soldiers' performance during peacetime. 
With respect to the warfighter attributes, selection of psychological attributes was based
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on theoretical perspectives and empirical findings offered in the White & Olmstead 
(1997) presentation of the CEVs, Rumsey's (1995) proposal of soldier attributes for 21st 
Century military environments, and the Kilcullen et al. (1999) study of Special Forces 
performance predictor variables. The 21 attributes that were selected for this study as 
potential psychological predictors of effective performance are displayed in Table 1. 
Each is operationally defined in the surveys administered to the SMEs (see Appendix A).
It is hypothesized that importance ratings for these cognitive, personality, and 
socially based attributes will be distributed across three main categories associated with 
the individual's role: those attributes selected as generally important for effective 
performance as a military service member, and those that are specifically important for 
performance as either a warfighter or traditional peacekeeper (see Figure 2). The 
"soldier" can be an infantryman, sailor, airman, or marine, and the battlefield or 
peacekeeping setting can be on the ground, on the seas, and in the air. Each of the 21 
attributes is considered important for overall effective performance in military 
environments. However, this organization was adapted to aid in differentiating the 
psychological attributes between effective warfighters and peacekeepers by measuring 
the subtle differences in degree of importance for each attribute. The proposed attributes 
and their organization are expected to aid in answering the following questions: Did 
warfighters rate the importance, or assess themselves, significantly higher in the 
hypothesized warfighter category of psychological attributes than in the traditional 
peacekeeping or general military categories of psychological attributes? Likewise, how 
did the participants focused on peacekeeping operations rate or assess themselves in the
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hypothesized traditional peacekeeper category of psychological attributes compared to 
the other two categories? Which attributes predicted membership in the warfighter or
peacekeeper groups above and beyond the other attributes? Though it is widely accepted
)
that traditional peacekeeping is a military task, it is evident that the psychological 
dimensions associated with traditional peacekeeping and warfighting are in many ways at 
odds with each other. The peacekeeping ethos of impartiality, diplomacy, and conflict 
limitation is fundamentally different than the warrior ethos of military force, combat, and 
aggression. This study represents the first steps in developing an instrument for assessing 
an individual soldier's psychological aptitude for effective performance in the warfighting 




The surveying of military personnel who are focused on either the warfighting or 
traditional peacekeeping environments is expected to increase the validity of ratings for 
the selected psychological attributes. For example, the psychological requirements for 
conducting duties in a traditional peacekeeping operation will be more salient for military 
personnel training for, or deployed on, a peacekeeping operation, than for military service 
members conducting combat missions. Likewise, data collected in a non-stressful 
laboratory setting would greatly constrict the ability to simulate many of the conditions 
military personnel face in a warfighting or peacekeeping setting. There were no 
laboratory experiments conducted in this study. Instead, actual warfighters and
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peacekeepers were surveyed during their training or deployment cycles for combat or 
peacekeeping operations. Table 2 includes the descriptive statistics for the warfighter and 
traditional peacekeeper samples.
Warfighter Sample: A class of U.S. Army Ranger School students provided a 
sample of soldiers who were focused on warfighting. The U.S. Army Ranger School is a 
course designed to enhance the soldier’s ability to plan and execute small unit combat 
missions (U.S. Army Infantry School, 2000). During 62 days of intense, training at the 
Ranger School, students conduct operations in rigorous environments that realistically 
simulate combat and continuously tax their physical and mental abilities. The training 
presents many of the stressors associated with combat, including lack of food, water, and 
sleep, live-fire exercises (LFXs), and condensed planning and execution times during 
continuous combat missions. The students' focus on war was high during the 
administration of the survey because it was a real possibility that once they returned to 
their units they would have to use their training to perform their duties in one of the 
ongoing combat operations in Iraq or Afghanistan.
A total of 70 U.S. Army Ranger School students completed the survey. All of the 
participants were male soldiers in the combat arms branches (i.e., infantry, armor, 
artillery, combat engineer) of the U.S. military. The students' average age was 25 years 
(SD = 3.4) and they had served on active duty for an average of 3.7 years (SD = 3.5). This 
particular class of Ranger students was officer heavy, with 54 officers (77.1%) and 16 
enlisted and noncommissioned officers (22.9%). Thirteen (18.6%) of the participants had 
served in combat operations (e.g., Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan, Desert
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Storm in Iraq), and 14 (20%) had served in peacekeeping operations (e.g., Northern/ 
Southern Watch in Iraq, KFOR in Kosovo, Operation Restore Hope in Somalia).
Peacekeeper Samples: Several current missions that fit the characteristics of 
traditional peacekeeping (e.g., UNMEE-Ethiopia, Eritrea, MINURSO-Westem Sahara, 
MFO-Sinai, Operation Able Sentry-Macedonia, Operation Joint Forge-Bosnia, Task 
Force Falcon- Kosovo), also provided an opportunity to administer the surveys to 
peacekeepers. Four separate sources provided the peacekeeper sample for this study. The 
overall peacekeeper sample (n = 60) consisted of 50 officers (83%) and ten (17%) 
enlisted and noncommissioned officer with an average age of 35 years (SD = 7.8) and an 
average of 14 years (SD = 7.2) of military service. All participants were male with the 
exception of two female soldiers serving in the United Nations Mission to Ethiopia and 
Eritrea (UNMEE). All participants were sufficiently experienced for peace operations 
performance assessments in that they had completed predeployment peacekeeping 
training by the UN or US and 34 (57%) had been previously deployed on traditional 
peacekeeping operations. Twenty-seven (35%) of the 60 participants in the peacekeeper 
sample served in nations outside the U.S., including Australia, India, Ireland, Kenya, 
South Africa, and the UK. Mission backgrounds and descriptive statistics are included 
below for each of the traditional peacekeeper samples.
1. Thirteen soldiers enrolled in the United Nations Training School Ireland 
(UNTSI) peacekeeping course completed the surveys. UNTSI was established in 1993 to 
develop peacekeeping doctrine and to conduct training courses and seminars on 
peacekeeping in order to ensure high standards of performance. Though the participants
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were not engaged in an actual peacekeeping operation during the conduct of the training, 
their focus was entirely on performing duties in a traditional peacekeeping environment 
as impartial observers. The entire sample consisted of officers with an average age of 35 
years (SD = 7.8) and an average of 14 years (SD = 7.2) of military service. The 
participants were also sufficiently experienced for peace operations performance 
assessments in that 10 (77%) had previously performed duties in traditional peacekeeping 
operations.
2. The participants in this sample consisted of members of a UN force assembled 
to conduct the United Nations Mission to Ethiopia and Eritrea (UNMEE). UNMEE was 
established in September 2000 and consists of up to 4,300 military personnel deployed to 
monitor the cease-fire agreement between Ethiopia and Eritrea. Military personnel 
observe a temporary security zone, report demobilization activities, and provide 
assistance in demining and humanitarian relief activities. The participants in this sample 
meet the definition of traditional peacekeepers in that they are impartial third parties that 
monitor an agreed-upon cease-fire between Ethiopia and Eritrea. They maintain 
neutrality in performing their mission, are lightly armed, and only use force in self- 
defense. A total of 19 military personnel from the UNMEE force participated in this 
research. The average participant age was 32 years (SD = 7.2) and they had served on 
active duty for an average of 11 years (SD = 7.6). This sample of observers was officer 
heavy, with 15 officers (79%) and four enlisted and noncommissioned officers (21%). 
Four (21%) of the participants had served in combat operations (e.g., Operation Enduring
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Freedom in Afghanistan, Desert Storm in Iraq), and eight (42%) had served in traditional 
peacekeeping operations.
3. Sixteen soldiers conducting pre-deployment training at the U.S. Army 
Combined Readiness Center (CRC) at Fort Benning, Georgia completed the surveys. The 
CRC acts as a final processing and training center for soldiers deploying to conduct 
operations outside of the U.S. The participants completed a minimum of three weeks of 
training focused on performing duties in traditional peacekeeping operations in Bosnia, 
Kosovo, and Macedonia. The average participant’s age was 37 years (SD = 7.5) and they 
had served on active duty for an average of 14 years (SD = 7.1). This sample consisted of 
10 officers (63%) and six enlisted and noncommissioned officers (37%). Seven (44%) of 
the participants had served in combat operations, and nine (56%) had served in traditional 
peacekeeping operations.
4. The participants in this sample consisted of members of a UN force assembled 
to conduct the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSO). UNTSO was 
established in May 1948 to assist the UN Mediator and the Truce Commission in 
supervising the observance of the truce in Palestine. The force consists of up to 155 
military personnel from over 20 different nations deployed to supervise the General 
Armistice Agreements of 1949 and observe and monitor the cease-fire agreement in the 
Suez Canal area and Golan Heights following the Arab-Israeli War of June 1967.
Military observers in UNTSO assist and cooperate with the UN Disengagement Observer 
Force (UNDOF) on the Golan Heights in the Israel-Syria sector and the UN Interim 
Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) in the Israel-Lebanon sector. The participants in this sample
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meet the definition of traditional peacekeepers in that they are impartial third parties that 
monitor an agreed-upon cease-fire. They maintain neutrality in performing their mission, 
are lightly armed, and only use force in self-defense. A total of 12 military personnel 
from the UNTSO force participated in this research. The average participant’s age was 39 
years (SD = 7.4) and they had served on active duty for an average of 20 years (SD =
8.9). The entire sample consisted of officers, with four (33%) of the participants having 
served in combat operations, and seven (58%) having served in peacekeeping operations 
other than UNTSO.
Procedure
Participants in both samples were volunteers and were briefed about the purpose 
of the research. Data were collected using surveys measuring the importance of 21 
randomly ordered psychological attributes (see Table 1). In each sample of either 
warfighters or peacekeepers, the participants were randomly administered one of two 
types of surveys. This method was used to aid in determining if significant differences 
between the two samples could be attributed to the context and job requirements (combat 
or peacekeeping operations), or individual soldier differences. The first survey was 
focused on a specific mission (either peacekeeping or warfighting) and its duty 
requirements. Participants were instructed to rate the attributes on a seven-point Likert 
scale based on how important they thought the attributes were for effective performance 
of any military member conducting duties in a specified environment. A rating o f " 1" 
meant that the attribute was deemed less important for a military member's effective 
performance, and "7" represented that the attribute was highly important.
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The second type of survey was designed as a self-assessment and focused on how 
the participants viewed themselves as they conducted their duties in either a traditional 
peacekeeping or warfighting environment. In this survey, participants were asked to read 
21 statements relating to a psychological attribute and rate how well they thought the 
statement described them on a seven-point Likert scale. Circling " 1" meant that the 
participant strongly disagreed with the statement's description of himself, whereas a 
rating of "7" meant that the participant strongly agreed with how the statement described 
him.
Participants focused on warfighting were administered Versions A1 and A2 (see 
Appendix A). Those participants focused on traditional peacekeeping operations 
completed Versions B1 and B2 (see Appendix B). The items in Versions A1 and B l, and 
A2 and B2, were exactly the same. Each of the 21 psychological attributes of interest was 
concisely defined within the importance rating and self-assessment items in language 
designed to be easily understood by the military audience. To control for possible 
expectancy effects, military participants were blind to the hypothesized categorizations of 
the 21 psychological attributes and were explicitly told that there were no right answers 
to the surveys.
Study 1 Results and Discussion 
Table 3 displays the correlations among all hypothesized predictor variables 
(excluding demographic data) and variable inter-correlations. Correlation analyses were 
used to provide an initial assessment of the validity of the hypothesized psychological 
attributes for predicting membership in either the warfighter or peacekeeper group. The
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hypothesized peacekeeper attributes were moderately related to effective performance in 
traditional peacekeeping. Understanding of conflict (r = .44, p < .01) and diplomacy and 
negotiation skills (r = .35, p < .01) were the only two variables significantly related to 
group membership. With respect to hypothesized warfighter attributes only mental 
toughness (r = -.22, p < .01) and channeled aggressiveness (r = -.32, p < .01) were 
significantly related to effective performance in warfighting. With the exception of the 
physical fitness variable (r = .20, p < .01), the hypothesized general military attributes 
were poorly related to group membership. An examination of predictor inter-correlations 
revealed that, generally speaking, the highest correlations were obtained with other 
measures in the same attribute category. For example, the correlation between the 
attributes of mental toughness and determination (r = .75, p  < .01) was greater than the 
correlation between these measures and other predictor measures. Inter-correlations were 
particularly high for scales measuring the hypothesized general military category of 
psychological attributes. For instance, the relationships between selfless service and 
physical fitness (r = .77, p < .01), and dependability and integrity (r = .77, p < .01) were 
the highest among all variables.
The extent to which demographic variables related to group membership was also 
examined. Rank (r = -.21 ,P <  .01), nationality (r = .27, p < .01), age (r = .66, p < .01), 
years of service (r = .70, p < .01), and military occupational skill (r = .77, p < .01), which 
was coded as combat arms, combat support, or combat service support, significantly 
correlated with group membership. Years of service was also significantly related to the 
understanding of conflict ( r= .73 ,p < .0 1 ) ,  diplomacy and negotiation skills (r = .21 ,P <
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.01), and cultural awareness and adaptability (r = .22, p < .01) variables. Military 
occupational skill was negatively correlated with mental toughness (r = -.22, p < .01) and 
channeled aggressiveness (r = -.28, p < .01).
Correlational analyses revealed the predictive ability of each of the attributes in 
isolation. To examine the relative importance of the three hypothesized psychological 
attribute categories, regression analysis was conducted, with the peacekeeper category of 
variables entered in Step 1, followed by the warfighter category of variables in Step 2, 
and the general military category of variables in Step 3. The dependent variable was 
membership as an effective performer in either the traditional peacekeeper or warfighter 
category. Probability for inclusion was .05 and for exclusion was .01. The overall model 
was highly significant, F{21, 108) = 8.66,/? < .01, with a multiple R of .79. The ultimate
9 9regression equation as a whole accounts for 79% (R = .79; adjusted R = .62) of the 
variance in the attribute variables. As seen in Table 4, each step reveals a significant 
increase in the R2. No demographic data were significant predictors of group membership 
in either the warfighter or peacekeeper categories. The final model shows the following 
psychological attributes as significantly predicting effective performance as either a 
warfighter or traditional peacekeeper: understanding of conflict (B =  .253), diplomacy 
and negotiation skills (B=  .296), tolerance of monotony (B  = .224), and self-discipline 
(B=  .301) for peacekeepers; mental toughness (B=  -.218), channeled aggressiveness 
(B=  -.34), and physical fitness (B=  -.238) for warfighters.
Exploratory factor analysis was conducted as a further examination of the 
relationships among the ratings of the 21 hypothesized psychological attributes. Table 5
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presents factor loadings and summary attribute statistics. The correlation between the 
factors was moderate (r = .35, direct oblimin rotation). The hypothesized peacekeeper 
variables loaded highly on factor 2, with the exception of tolerance of monotony. All of 
the variables hypothesized to predict effective warfighter performance, plus physical 
fitness and endurance, team commitment and loyalty, selfless service, initiative, and 
determination from the hypothesized general military category, loaded highly on factor 1. 
Warfighter and Peacekeeper performance variables, factors 1 and 2 respectively, appear 
to be essentially independent, with few exceptions. Tolerance of monotony and boredom, 
integrity, cognitive skills, and self-discipline cross-loaded moderately across both factors. 
The dependability and judgment variables loaded moderately across both factors and 
approach high loadings on factor 1.
Results indicate that warfighters and peacekeepers are distinguishable in their 
importance ratings and self-assessments of the hypothesized psychological attributes and 
categories. Specifically, regression analysis shows that high scores on understanding of 
conflict, diplomacy and negotiation skills, tolerance of monotony, and self-discipline 
significantly predict group membership in the traditional peacekeeper category. High 
scores on mental toughness, channeled aggressiveness, and physical fitness were 
significant predictors of membership in the warfighter category. The factor analysis 
provides further evidence that there are two distinct categories of psychological attributes 
predicting effective performance in relation to warfighter and peacekeeper ratings. The 
regression equation distinguishes among the traditional peacekeeper and warfighter 
psychological attributes and the factor analysis designates that higher scores along those
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specific variables are indicative of effective performance in the respective role. 
Reliability analysis {a = .94) was very high, indicating that survey items were an accurate 
estimate of the true score of attributes measured.
It is very telling that one participant, who had 29 years of service and was a 
veteran of both warfighting and peacekeeping operations, wrote at the end of the survey 
that, "Peacekeeping operations are very structured with little flexibility to vary from the 
established mandate. For this reason such attributes as channeled aggression, initiative, 
and physical fitness don't play an important role." Another participant commented that, 
"channeled aggressiveness might be important for peace enforcement, but definitely not 
valid for peacekeeping operations." With the exception of physical fitness and self- 
discipline, each of the seven predictors fell within the hypothesized categorization of 
psychological attributes. Though some variance in group membership remains 
unexplained by the current psychological attributes, these findings nonetheless point the 
way for additional studies aimed at identifying attributes that influence effective 
performance in the warfighting or peacekeeping operational environments.
Though it was hypothesized that physical fitness and self-discipline were in the 
general military category, and would not predict membership in either group, these two 
attributes were shown to be significant predictors of group membership for warfighters 
and peacekeepers respectively. At face value, it makes sense that a warfighter would 
require a higher level of physical fitness and endurance to perform effectively than a 
peacekeeper might. In most cases, the physical demands of combat are greater than those 
of traditional peacekeeping, which is characterized by more static, monitoring type
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activities. Likewise, a peacekeeper may require a higher level of self-discipline when 
exercising the diplomacy, impartiality, and restraint required for effective performance in 
the peacekeeping environment. However, caution should be exercised when interpreting 
the results. Psychological attributes that did not significantly predict membership in the 
warfighter or peacekeeper groups (e.g., cultural awareness and adaptability, tolerance of 
ambiguity, confidence, courage, determination, performs under stress) may still provide 
significantly different results when applied to samples with less range restriction. 
Nevertheless, significant prediction under these conditions aid in illustrating some of the 
psychological attributes necessary for effective performance in the warfighting and 
peacekeeping environments. These results provide empirical findings for developing 
measures for psychological aptitude instruments as well.
In analyzing those attributes that did not significantly predict membership in the 
respective groups, several explanations may arise. The predictive ability of demographic 
data in the initial correlation analyses resulted from the restricted nature of both 
warfighter and peacekeeper samples. Soldiers are not randomly assigned to units or 
missions; the military’s personnel assignments system accounts for soldier experience 
and training, rank, skills, and even special family needs. Further, students are extensively 
prescreened with respect to physical fitness, military occupational skill (MOS), and 
motivation and desire prior to beginning the U.S. Army Ranger School. Ranger students 
are usually assigned to combat arms branches of the military (i.e., infantry, armor, 
artillery) and attend the school relatively early in their careers. This warfighter sample is 
restricted in nature, making it somewhat difficult to establish the criterion-related validity
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of the psychological attribute ratings. One direction for further research could be to 
replicate these findings with soldiers in a real-world combat mission deployment cycle, 
as opposed to the training environment designed to resemble real combat. The range 
restrictions imposed by this study's sample may complicate the true predictive ability of 
the warfighter psychological attributes. Use of a less restricted sample would likely 
produce much stronger predictive ability of the psychological attributes than was 
indicated in this study.
Results from this study provide two distinct sets of psychological attributes that 
the subject matter experts, or field judges, deemed as significantly important for effective 
performance in either the warfighting or traditional peacekeeping operational 
environments. Findings on these psychological attributes contribute further insight into 
the warrior ethos and peacekeeper ethos and offer empirical evidence as a foundation for 
the development of warfighting and traditional peacekeeping aptitude measurement 
instruments.
CHAPTER II
ASSESSING THE SOLDIER'S PSYCHOLOGICAL APTITUDE FOR EFFECTIVE 
PERFORMANCE IN WARFIGHTING OR TRADITIONAL PEACEKEEPING
Constructing a test that measures, assesses, or attempts to predict an individual's
/
psychological attributes for effective performance in a specified environment, when the 
psychological requirements tend to be abstract and subjective in definition and 
measurement is difficult at best. Nevertheless, the potential benefit in measuring the 
collection of psychological attributes to determine aptitude for effective performance, 
though it is a proxy for more scientifically objective tests, warrants the development of 
this test. Results from Study 1 provided the field evaluation by subject matter experts of 
the original 21 psychological attributes. The second study used the findings from the first 
to more sharply define the attributes and test their replicability across other samples that 
met the criteria in definitions for warfighters and traditional peacekeepers. The seven 
psychological attributes that were viewed as contributing significantly to an individual 
soldier's effective performance by the warfighter and traditional peacekeeper samples 
(our subject matter experts) in the previous study, are those measures that are used in the 
proposed instrument as the psychological criteria that reveal an individual soldier's 
aptitude for effective performance in either the warfighting or traditional peacekeeping 
operational environments. Based on the operational definitions of the seven attributes and
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a closer examination of research associated with those variables, multiple items were 
developed to construct an instrument to test a soldier's psychological aptitude for 
effective performance as a warfighter or traditional peacekeeper.
In non-technical language the term aptitude is generally used to mean a natural 
capacity, or suitability. In psychology, aptitude is used in a wide variety of ways to refer 
to a collection of abilities. Aptitude is a word of such broad meaning that it is important 
to define precisely what is meant by aptitudes or, at least, clarify the ambiguities of the 
concept (Kline, 1993). The definition of psychological aptitude in this study is 
deliberately restricted to ensure meaningful application of the proposed test. It is the 
measurement of a collection of psychological attributes that reveals an individual 
soldier’s suitability for effective performance in either warfighting or traditional 
peacekeeping. The soldier's aptitude, or suitability, for effective performance in either 
category is based on the individual's score on a self-report instrument. It is a "snap shot" 
in a particular time and place of the individual's abilities along the relative psychological 
attributes. Scores are not entirely predictive in the sense that an individual's suitability is 
constant, nor is it a test of attainment or potential for learning or adapting his or her 
psychological makeup to meet the demands of performing his or her military duties. 
Unlike the surveys administered in the first study, which targeted soldiers performing 
specific roles in either the peacekeeping or warfighting environments, the proposed 
aptitude test assesses an individual soldier at any point in his or her service. The aptitude 
test does not define the roles of the warfighter or traditional peacekeeper as in the first 
study, but instead focuses on the individual completing the test.
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For the purposes of this study, aptitude is a reflection of the individual soldier's 
psychological abilities associated with specific attributes shown by subject matter experts 
to predict effective performance in either the warfighting or traditional peacekeeping 
operational environments. Specifically, a soldier's psychological aptitude for effective 
performance as a warfighter is the aggregate of his mental toughness, channeled 
aggressiveness, and physical fitness self-assessment scores. Psychological aptitude for 
effective performance as a traditional peacekeeper is the aggregate of the diplomacy and 
negotiation, understanding of the conflict, tolerance of monotony and boredom, and self- 
discipline self-assessment scores. Figure 3 provides a diagram illustrating how the 
psychological aptitude for effective performance as a warfighter and traditional 
peacekeeper is computed from self-report survey items.
Several studies contributed to test item development and are worth noting. For 
instance, here aggression is behaviorally defined and distinguished from anger, which is 
an emotion, and from hostility, which is characterized by negative attitudes (Mael, 
Kilcullen, & White, 1994). As Carl von Clausewitz emphasized, the ability to 
deliberately plan and control violent interaction between enemies is required of soldiers 
in combat and its goal is the "violent resolution of the crisis, the wish to annihilate the 
enemy's forces" (Howard & Paret, 1984, p. 95). Tolerance for boredom, or the ability to 
cope with isolation from the unit and family, underutilization of skills or unstimulating 
tasks, and lack of privacy, becomes very important for a traditional peacekeeper's 
effective performance. In the Harris, Rothberg, Segal, & Segal (1993) examination of 
soldiers conducting peacekeeping duties in the MFO Sinai, the authors argued that
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situational components, such as extended periods of isolation, underutilization of skills, 
lack of privacy, and cultural deprivation, compounded the difficulties of coping with 
boredom. Traditional peacekeeping operations often "involve extreme tedium, punctuated 
by rare moments requiring peak alertness" (Mael, Kilcullen, & White, 1994, p. 31). The 
Mael, Kilcullen, & White (1994) survey of U.S. Army reserve soldiers serving as 
peacekeepers provided insight into several items that were used in their ranking of 
psychological attributes found to contribute to the soldiers' effective performance. The 
field of applied sports psychology was also helpful in providing items examining physical 
fitness and endurance and mental toughness. The Jones, Hanton, & Connaughton (2001) 
investigation of elite sports performers and review of mental toughness definitions, and 
the Jones, Neuman, Altmann, & Dreschler (2001) development of the sports performance 
inventory (SPI), which includes several psychological aspects of mental toughness, both 
provided reliable items that were easily adaptable for this study.
It is hypothesized that results from this psychological aptitude test will provide 
further empirical evidence and confirm the significance of the seven attributes in 
predicting a soldier's effective performance as a warfighter or traditional peacekeeper. 
Specifically, if the seven attributes have the ability to predict effective performance in a 
particular military operational environment as Study 1 results show, then we would 
expect to see the following:
1. Statistically, participants in this study will complete the survey like those in 
Study 1. That is, warfighters and traditional peacekeepers in Study 2 will not show 
significant differences from Study 1 participants in their self-assessments on the seven
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psychological attributes for effective performance or the aggregate warfighting and 
peacekeeping aptitude scores.
2. Warfighters will assess themselves significantly higher for the three effective 
warfighter psychological attributes and warfighting aptitude than for the peacekeeper 
attributes or aptitude. The peacekeepers will assess themselves significantly higher for 
the four effective peacekeeper psychological attributes and traditional peacekeeping 
aptitude than for the warfighter attributes or aptitude.
Study 2 Method
Participants
Actual warfighters and peacekeepers were surveyed during their training or 
deployment cycles for combat or peacekeeping operations as in Study 1. The surveying 
of military personnel who are focused on either the warfighting or traditional 
peacekeeping environments is expected to increase the validity of ratings for the selected 
psychological attributes. The psychological requirements for conducting duties in a 
traditional peacekeeping operation will be more salient for military personnel training for, 
or deployed on, a peacekeeping operation, than for military service members conducting 
combat missions. Table 6 includes the descriptive statistics for the warfighter and 
traditional peacekeeper samples.
Warfighter Sample
Thirty-five male soldiers assigned to the U.S. Army’s 82nd Airborne Division at 
Fort Bragg, North Carolina volunteered to participate in the study. Participants ranged in
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age from 19 to 33 (M = 22.9, SD = 3.5) and had served in the U.S. Army an average of 
three years. The sample consisted of three officers (9%) and 32 noncommissioned 
officers and enlisted soldiers (91%). Seventeen (49%) of the participants were combat 
veterans of Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan, eight (23%) served in Operation 
Iraqi Freedom, and four were veterans of both operations. All participants were 
completing training in preparation for subsequent deployment to Iraq. No participant had 
peacekeeping operation experience.
Peacekeeper Sample
Two separate sources provided the traditional peacekeeper sample for this study. 
The overall peacekeeper sample (n = 51) consisted of 51 male officers (100%) with an 
average age of 40 years (SD = 4.8) and an average of 17 years (SD = 3.5) of military 
service. Ten (24%) of the 51 traditional peacekeepers who participated in Study 2 were 
from national militaries outside the U.S. All participants were sufficiently experienced 
for peace operations performance assessments in that they had completed predeployment 
peacekeeping training and 30 (61%) had been previously deployed on traditional 
peacekeeping operations. Training backgrounds and descriptive statistics are included 
below for each of the traditional peacekeeper samples.
1. Forty-three officers enrolled in the Joint Forces Staff College (JFSC), a 
component of the U.S. National Defense University, participated in this study.
Participants were attending a semester-long course focused on international 
peacekeeping. Specifically, the students studied the principles and prominent trends of 
peacekeeping operations, and command and staff functions associated with the tactical
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and logistical considerations in support of peacekeeping operations. Though the 
participants were not engaged in an actual peacekeeping operation, the intense course of 
study at the JFSC was sufficiently focused on performing duties in a traditional 
peacekeeping environment as impartial observers. The sample consisted entirely of 
officers ranging in age from 34 to 55 years (M — 39, SD = 3.6). The participants served an 
average of 16.5 years (SD = 3.5) in the military. Forty-five percent of the sample were 
combat veterans and 49% had traditional peacekeeping experience.
2. The Combat Studies Institute (CSI) is one of five academic departments within 
the US Army Command and General Staff College (CGSC) at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. 
CSI provides the foundation for military studies at the CGSC by presenting instruction in 
military history. CSI instructors examine the evolution of military theory, the art of war, 
and the nature of battle with discussion groups. Eight officer students enrolled in the 
peacekeeping operations course participated in this study. They were not engaged in an 
actual peacekeeping operation, but the course of study at the CSI was sufficiently focused 
on performing duties in a traditional peacekeeping environment as impartial observers. 
The sample consisted entirely of officers ranging in age from 35 to 52 years (M= 44, SD 
= 6.1). The participants served an average of 21 years (SD -  4) in the military. All eight 
of the participants had performed duties in a traditional peacekeeping operation at some 
point during their careers and three (38%) were also combat veterans.
Procedure
Participants were briefed on the basic purpose of the research and the survey 
instructions. Each psychological aptitude test (see Appendix C) consisted of a personal
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information section which included information regarding age, race, gender, nationality, 
rank, military occupational skill (MOS), years of service, and combat and peacekeeping 
operation experience. Each participant then completed the psychological aptitude 
assessment portion of the questionnaire consisting of 22 test items pertaining to the seven 
psychological attributes found to significantly predict effective performance as either a 
warfighter or peacekeeper in the previous study. Though the test items were designed to 
measure each participant for specific variables relating to his or her effective performance 
in the role of a warfighter or traditional peacekeeper, the test was titled "Psychological 
Aptitude for Effective Military Performance" so that participants were blind to the 
definitions and categorization of the variables. Each of the items was written concisely 
using military language for the military audience’s clarity.
Participants were asked to complete each item based on what they believed about 
the presented statements and how they viewed themselves to control for the confounding 
validity of socially desirable responses. Items consisted of Likert scale ratings of seven 
points, where 1 was "strongly disagree" and 7 was "strongly agree." At least one item 
relating to each of the seven attributes was negatively keyed to balance for the possibility 
of acquiescent participants or participants who overly distorted their responses. During 
data analysis each participant was assigned a score for each of the seven attributes based 
on the average of his or her responses for the items pertaining to that specific attribute.
Mean scores for each of the seven attributes were further averaged to develop aptitude 
scores for the warfighting and traditional peacekeeping aptitude scales. For instance, the 
test measures the ability to resist boredom in repetitive tasks (i.e., tolerance for
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monotony). Psychometrically, tolerance for monotony and peacekeeper aptitude are quite 
distinct, the first being a primary ability factor, the latter a collection of abilities. Thus, 
warfighting and peacekeeping aptitude scores reflect an aggregate of the attributes 
hypothesized to contribute to effective performance in each operational environment.
Study 2 Results and Discussion
As expected in the first hypothesis of this study, no significant differences existed 
for either the warfighter or peacekeeper samples when compared with the participants 
from Study 1 when analyzing their mean scores for the seven attributes and the 
warfighter and peacekeeper aptitude for effective performance aggregate scores (see 
Table 7). Paired samples f-tests were used to determine if significant differences for 
warfighting and peacekeeping aptitudes existed within the warfighter and peacekeeper 
samples. The warfighter sample scored a significantly higher mean for aptitude for 
effective performance as a warfighter (Mwar) than for traditional peacekeeping aptitude 
(M peace), /(33) = 7.83,p  < .01. Also as expected, the traditional peacekeeper sample 
scored significantly higher on aptitude for effective performance in peacekeeping ( M peaCe) 
than for warfighter aptitude (A/war), ^(48) = -5.99, p  < .01.
Table 8 displays the correlations among all hypothesized predictor variables 
(excluding demographic data), the aptitude scores, and variable inter-correlations. 
Correlation analyses provide an initial assessment of the validity of the hypothesized 
psychological attributes and averaged aptitude scores for predicting membership in either 
the warfighter or peacekeeper group. The peacekeeper attributes were significantly 
related to effective performance in traditional peacekeeping: understanding of conflict
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(Muc, r = .59, p < .01), diplomacy and negotiation skills (Min, r = .47, p < .01), tolerance 
of monotony and boredom (Mm, r = .39, p < .01), self-discipline (Md, r = .28, p < .01). 
The peacekeeping aptitude (Mpeace) aggregate score was also significantly related to group 
membership. With respect to hypothesized warfighter attributes, mental toughness (Mnt, r 
= -.68, p < .01) and channeled aggressiveness (Mca, r = -.32, p < .01) were significantly 
related to effective performance in warfighting. The physical fitness variable (MPf, r =
-.12, p < .01) was the exception in that it did not reach statistical significance in relation 
to group membership. Nevertheless, the warfighting aptitude variable (M v a r , r = -.49,
p < .01) proved to be a significant predictor of effective performance in warfighting. 
Reliability analysis (a = .7) was high, indicating that self-assessment items were an 
accurate estimate of the true expression of variables and subsequent aptitude scores that 
were measured.
Regression analysis was conducted to further examine the predictive ability of the 
aggregate aptitude scores (Mvar, M peaCe). The warfighter category of variables was entered 
in Step 1, followed by the traditional peacekeeper category of variables in Step 2. The 
dependent variable was group membership as an effective performer in either the 
traditional peacekeeper or warfighter category. Probability for inclusion was .05 and for 
exclusion was .01. The overall model was highly significant, F(2, 80) = 45.75 ,p <  .01, 
with a multiple R of .73. The ultimate regression equation as a whole accounts for 
approximately 53% (R2 = .534; adjusted R2 = .522) of the variance in the aptitude scores. 
As seen in Table 9, each step reveals a significant increase in the R2. The final model 
shows the aptitude scores as significantly predicting group membership as either a
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warfighter or traditional peacekeeper: aptitude for effective warfighting (B=  -.45), 
aptitude for effective traditional peacekeeping (B=  .55). No demographic data were 
significant predictors of effective performance in either the warfighter or peacekeeper 
categories.
Exploratory factor analysis was also conducted to examine the relationships 
among the self-assessments on the seven psychological attributes and their ability to 
predict effective performance. Table 10 presents factor loadings and summary attribute 
statistics. The correlation between the factors was low (r = - .01, direct oblimin rotation). 
The hypothesized peacekeeper aptitude variables loaded highly on factor 1. The three 
attributes hypothesized to contribute to warfighter aptitude loaded highly on factor 2. 
Warfighter and peacekeeper aptitude variables, factors 2 and 1 respectively, appear to be 
essentially independent, with one exception. Self-discipline cross-loaded high across both 
factors.
When each psychological attribute is used independently in regression analysis, 
the ultimate regression equation as a whole accounts for approximately 68% (R2 = .682; 
adjusted R = .652) of the variance. Despite increased accounting of variance, only the 
mental toughness, understanding of conflict, and self-discipline variables significantly 
predict effective performance as a warfighter or peacekeeper when regression analysis is 
conducted on the psychological attributes as independent variables. Thus, it appears that 
the aggregate aptitude scores (A/war, Mpcace) are more accurately reflective of the 
individual across all seven of the psychological attributes that the field judges in Study 1 
deemed as important to effective performance.
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Factor analysis showed that the warfighter and peacekeeper samples did not differ 
significantly in their self-assessment for self-discipline. This agrees with the hypothesis 
in the first study that self-discipline would be a psychological attribute equally important 
to both warfighters and peacekeepers, but differs from the first study's results in which 
self-discipline was judged to be significantly important for predicting effective 
performance in traditional peacekeepers, but not warfighters. It could be argued that self- 
discipline, or the demonstration of the internal motivation and commitment to stay on 
task and conduct one's self within regulations and standards without needing external 
supervision, is equally important for effective performance among warfighters and 
peacekeepers. Further analysis of this variable is required to investigate alternative 
explanations for results presented here.
Overall, these findings confirm that warfighters and traditional peacekeepers are 
distinguishable in their psychological attributes for effective performance and that the 
proposed instrument can provide an aptitude measurement that effectively reflects those 
attributes. The warfighter and traditional peacekeeper samples' self-assessments on this 
aptitude instrument closely resemble the findings from Study 1 and confirm the stated 
hypotheses. These results add weight to the argument that effectively performing 
warfighters and traditional peacekeepers are distinguishable in their psychological 
attributes and that those attributes combine to reflect an aptitude score that can be 
measured and used by military forces to assess their soldiers.
CHAPTER III 
GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
This study represents the first steps in developing instruments for selecting, screening, 
and training soldiers who will face the challenges of modem military operations by 
providing a foundation based on psychological attributes required for effective 
performance at opposite ends of the conflict continuum. The focus throughout remained 
on those psychological attributes that were judged to contribute to a soldier's effective 
performance in a specified military environment, rather than on attempting to objectively 
define effective performance. Differentiating among attributes for both peacekeepers and 
warfighters has allowed for the development of valid and reliable measures that can aid in 
determining what level of psychological fitness a soldier must possess to successfully 
perform his or her duties in these respective environments. Such measures are clearly 
advantageous for building an understanding of the increasingly complex psychological 
challenges that soldiers face in modem military operations, and may help military 
commanders improve their abilities to screen soldiers and develop training programs. The 
application of psychological research and principles to the investigation of military 
personnel aids in answering the real-world need to examine individual soldiers' 
psychological makeup in terms of those attributes closely tied to effective performance. 
As the demands of modem warfare become more complicated, an established foundation
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and instrument by which to judge attributes as psychological criteria in recruiting, 
screening and selecting, and training become increasingly important.
Looking back at the original research questions guiding this study, we were able 
to determine that warfighters and traditional peacekeepers are distinguishable among 
several psychological attributes required for their effective performance. Namely, 
warfighters rate the importance of, and assess themselves higher in the attributes of 
mental toughness, channeled aggressiveness, and physical fitness, while traditional 
peacekeepers rate the importance of, and assess themselves higher for attributes of self- 
discipline, diplomacy and negotiation skills, tolerance for monotony and boredom, and 
understanding of the conflict. The findings in Study 1 and confirmation in Study 2 are 
the basis for the Warfighter-Peacekeeper Psychological Aptitude Assessment proposed 
here (see Appendix D).
As discussed earlier, drawbacks exist in using the self-report survey to measure 
psychological attributes that might contribute to aptitude, or suitability. For instance, 
soldiers rating themselves on items connected to channeled aggression are generally only 
able to respond based on their beliefs of what they would be willing to do to complete a 
mission, with few ever having to exercise those beliefs or face real-life situations which 
required the use of channeled aggression. No person truly knows how they will react 
when confronting a situation when he or she must kill or injure another human in the 
performance of their duties. As with many psychological measures using self-report 
surveys and questionnaires, the argument over validity and reliability of self-perceived 
traits or attributes versus observed behavior arises. Two major assumptions are made in
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this research to address these concerns. First, it was presumed that warfighters and 
peacekeepers from the field who acted as the subject matter experts in the first study 
knew what psychological attributes were important for effective performance. The field 
judges had seen soldiers performing effectively and had an accurate sense of what 
attributes were reflected in that performance. Second, it was believed that the soldiers 
participating in the aptitude test in the second study were the best judges of their own 
abilities.
It could be argued that a more objective, scientific aptitude test might be 
developed to measure soldiers along the proposed psychological attributes for effective 
performance by observation. Some of the attributes, such as physical fitness and 
understanding of the conflict, lend themselves to more scientifically testable measures. A 
soldier can be administered a physical fitness test and a written exam on the origins and 
patterns of the conflict of interest, its historical background, the participants’ perspectives 
and capabilities, and the details of existing agreements and rules of engagement. But, 
these are only two variables out of seven that work in combination to make up a broader 
aptitude measure as defined in Chapter 2. Any test that is developed to objectively 
measure diplomacy and negotiation skills, mental toughness, or channeled aggressiveness 
for example could automatically be disputed based on the lack of any agreement on these 
attributes' definitions or expectations for how they would manifest themselves in duty 
performance. Hence, these assumptions are appropriate for use in this proposed aptitude 
test-Who would know what is required for effective performance better than those on the 
ground performing in the environment of interest, and who better to assess a soldier on
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psychological attributes than the soldier himself or herself in light of an absence of 
observable criteria?
The age, years of experience, nationality and rank of the samples may be another 
factor to examine for alternative explanations of results. Nationality is important to 
consider when examining these findings in which there were multiple cultures and 
militaries represented. Twenty-seven (21%) of the 130 participants in Study 1 served in 
nations outside the U.S., including Australia, India, Ireland, Kenya, South Africa, and the 
UK. No significant differences arose in Study 1 results in the attribute ratings and self- 
assessments when compared among different nationalities using /-tests. Ten (12%) of the 
84 soldiers who participated in Study 2 (all in the traditional peacekeeper sample) were 
from national militaries outside the U.S. Independent samples /-tests also confirm that 
there were no significant differences in how the soldiers from outside the U.S. military 
assessed themselves on any of the seven psychological attributes or the aggregate 
aptitude scores from Study 2. Further, all but a handful of peacekeepers were officers 
with 10 or more years of experience. Older ages and years of experience in military 
service may affect a soldier's overall perspective of the psychological attributes for 
effective performance. For example, older, more experienced soldiers may have 
developed more mature psychological mechanisms, or may have less practice, for 
overcoming the stresses involved with mental toughness or physical fitness as much as 
they did during their earlier years of service. It has also been suggested that education 
level may be a mediating factor that disguises cultural differences. Higher education 
levels of the officer-heavy samples may mitigate cross-cultural differences in ratings and
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self-assessments of the psychological attributes and subsequent aptitude scores. Further 
studies that examine multinational peacekeeper samples that are more balanced along 
rank structure (i.e. education levels), age, and years of experience will aid in confirming 
or denying any effects associated with these demographic variables.
Though similarities exist among operations that are categorized in this study as 
traditional peacekeeping missions (e.g., UNMEE, UNTSO, MFO Sinai), in that there is 
an agreed upon cease-fire that is monitored by an impartial third party, no two missions 
are exactly the same. Each peacekeeping operation can differ dramatically in the soldiers’ 
deployment duration, task difficulty, living and working conditions, and potential conflict 
intensity. All of these factors impart different levels of stress across every peacekeeping 
operation and can affect a soldier’s importance ratings and self-assessments for the 
hypothesized psychological attributes. However, the varying nationalities and peace­
keeping operations of the peacekeeper sample in this study, aid in strengthening the 
results. Despite the wide range of variance in peacekeeping deployment destinations and 
demographics in the sample, the participant's agreement on what psychological attributes 
are important to effective performance in traditional peacekeeping, and their self- 
assessments, lends increased validity to the definition of peacekeeper ethos and 
hypothesized categorization of psychological attributes.
Extensive review of existing research and the findings presented here provide 
conceptual, theoretical, and empirical support for the proposed Warfighter-Peacekeeper 
Psychological Aptitude Assessment instrument which can aid military commanders in 
assessing soldiers’ psychological strengths and weaknesses in relation to particular
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operational environments. Empirical findings such as these can improve soldier selection 
and training systems by identifying suitable attributes for effective performance and 
measuring them with greater precision. The crucial challenge of developing and 
implementing a psychological instrument based on these findings to determine a soldier's 
best fit for a mission, whether traditional peacekeeping or warfighting, remains the lack 
of objective and measurable standards for what constitutes "effective performance" by a 
soldier in each level of conflict intensity. Just because a soldier, or the unit he or she 
happens to be assigned to, is deployed to conduct duties in a peacekeeping or warfighting 
mission does not mean that his score on a psychological instrument will necessarily 
reflect his true performance as gauged by an objective standard. Again, defining 
effectiveness or success for a unit or individual soldier may lend itself more readily to the 
combat environment than that of a peacekeeping operation.
Future directions for strengthening the Warfighter-Peacekeeper Psychological 
Aptitude Assessment and continued investigation along the lines of this research may 
include: administration of the aptitude instrument to soldiers while deployed to conduct 
duties in actual combat or traditional peacekeeping operations; and, administration of the 
aptitude instrument to samples with less restricted ranges in the participants' ages, rank, 
and years of service. Such an instrument will certainly be useful to national militaries that 
screen individual soldiers to perform duties in specific operational environments such as 
traditional peacekeeping (e.g., Ireland, Norway). The U.S. does not currently mandate 
units for the sole purpose of performing peacekeeping operations. Doctrinally, U.S. 
military forces exist to fight and win the nation's wars, while peacekeeping operations are
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secondary. In the U.S. case, a psychological instrument developed from these findings 
could still play a useful role in assessing the unit's overall mindset, or "psychological 
readiness," to tailor the unit's training in the planning and predeployment phases of an 
operation.
Again, this aptitude test and the concepts laid down here are not intended to be a 
one-stop answer for military selection and screening. Rather, this instrument can 
complement any number of other useful cognitive, personality, and social tests that 
militaries use to make personnel decisions. Most importantly, the aptitude test will 
provide a commander with a snapshot of his soldiers' psychological aptitude based on 
attributes that were found to contribute to effective performance in the warfighting or 
traditional peacekeeping operational environments by subject matter experts and 
experienced judges from the field. Aptitude test results may give a commander, or 
recruiter, a general picture of a group, whereby the group can be examined for higher or 
lower warfighting or peacekeeping aptitude, or for individual outliers. For example, an 
individual outlier may be a soldier within a unit preparing for, or engaged in a traditional 
peacekeeping operation that scores significantly higher for warfighting aptitude than for 
the peacekeeping aptitude. This is not to say that the soldier cannot be an effective 
peacekeeper, but does give his or her commander insight into the psychological 
dimensions associated with his or her soldier's performance. Based on the aptitude test 
results, a commander may find that his or her unit or individual soldiers within the unit 
need further training focused on the specific attributes examined in the instrument.
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Despite possible drawbacks of using self-report questionnaires and alternative 
explanations for results, this study offers two main conclusions: warfighters and 
traditional peacekeepers are distinguishable among several psychological attributes (i.e., 
mental toughness, channeled aggressiveness, physical fitness, understanding of the 
conflict, diplomacy and negotiation skills, tolerance of monotony and boredom, and self- 
discipline); and, we can measure psychological aptitude for a soldier's effective 
performance in either of the roles. This research has presented a variety of statistical 
methods for analyzing the data, including correlation, regression, and factor analyses. 
Item and scale reliabilities were moderate to high in both studies and each statistical 
analysis technique consistently offered results pointing to distinguishable psychological 
attributes for warfighters and traditional peacekeepers, providing further evidence for the 
predictive ability o f the Warfighter-Peacekeeper Psychological Aptitude Assessment. 
Results from this study offer researchers and military personnel a concise, easily 
administered tool to examine the psychological dimensions of the warfighter and 




SELECTED DEFINITIONS AND DESCRIPTIONS OF THE WARRIOR ETHOS
The warrior ethos is a code that expects individuals to aggressively engage and defeat an 
armed enemy in battle, promoting and valuing traits of moral and physical courage, 
tactical skills, emotional and physical stamina, loyalty to comrades and determination to 
accomplish the tactical mission regardless of personal risk (Center for Strategic and 
International Studies, 1998).
Ethos represents the character, values, behaviors, and attributes that a group develops 
over time as it finds the best way to get along and get its job done. The warrior ethos may 
therefore be defined as the character, values, behaviors, and attributes developed within 
groups of warriors over centuries of armed combat which are essential to closing with 
and destroying an enemy (Buckingham, 1999).
Warrior ethos compels all soldiers to fight through all conditions to victory no matter 
how long it takes and no matter how much effort is required. It is the soldiers' selfless 
commitment to the nation, mission, unit, and fellow soldiers. It is the professional attitude 
that inspires every American soldier. Warrior ethos is grounded in refusal to accept 
failure. It is developed and sustained through discipline, commitment to the Army values, 
and pride in the Army's heritage (U.S. Army, 1999).
Warrior Ethos is the foundation for the American Soldier's total commitment to victory in 
war. While always exemplifying Army values, Soldiers who live the Warrior Ethos put 
the mission first, refuse to accept defeat, never quit and never leave behind a fellow 
American. They have absolute faith in themselves and their team. They are trained and 




HYPOTHESIZED WARFIGHTING, TRADITIONAL PEACEKEEPING, AND 









PSYCHOLOGICAL APTITUDE FOR 
EFFECTIVE PERFORMANCE COMPUTATION
Survey Items Attributes Aptitude
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Note. (-) denote negatively scored items.
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TABLE 1










7. Team commitment 
and loyalty








5. Performs under stress
6. Technical and Tactical 
competence
7. Confidence
1. Tolerance of monotony 
boredom
2. Tolerance of ambiguity
3. Cultural awareness and 
adaptability
4. Diplomacy and negotiation 
skills
5. Understanding of conflict
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TABLE 2
WARFIGHTER AND TRADITIONAL PEACEKEEPER SAMPLE DESCRIPTIVES
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REGRESSION PREDICTING EFFECTIVE PERFORMANCE AS A WARFIGHTER
OR TRADITIONAL PEACEKEEPER
Predictor B t P R2 AR2 Sig. AR2
Step 1: Peacekeeper Attributes
Understanding o f Conflict .274 2.608 .01
Diplomacy/Negotion Skills .437 3.712 .000
Cultural Awareness/ Adaptability -.047 -.45 .653
Tolerance of Ambiguity -.251 -2.271 .025
Tolerance o f Monotony .169 1.888 .061 .292 .292 .000
Step 2: Warfighter Attributes
Understanding o f Conflict .225 2.576 .011
Diplomacy/Negotion Skills .324 3.3 .001
Cultural Awareness/ Adaptability .031 .36 .72
Tolerance o f Ambiguity -.089 -.952 .343
Tolerance o f Monotony .274 3.521 .001
Confidence .195 1.996 .048
Technical/Tactical Competence -.054 -.642 .522
Performs Under Stress .014 .162 .871
Mental Toughness -.156 -1.556 .122
Determination -.115 -1.088 .279
Channeled Aggressiveness -.384 -4.227 .000
Courage -.102 -.969 .334 .562 .27 .000
Step 3: General Mil. Attributes
Understanding o f Conflict .253 2.817 .006
Diplomacy/Negotion Skills .296 2.989 .003
Cultural Awareness/ Adaptability .077 .875 .384
Tolerance o f Ambiguity -.081 -.885 .378
Tolerance o f  Monotony .224 2.534 .013
Confidence .137 1.302 .196
Technical/Tactical Competence -.015 -.167 .868
Performs Under Stress -.013 -.144 .886
Mental Toughness -.218 -2.097 .038
Determination -.071 -.647 .519
Channeled Aggressiveness -.34 -3.782 .000
Courage -.051 -.449 .654
Physical Fitness -.238 -2.693 .008
Team Commitment .107 1.054 .294
Selfless Service -.087 -.743 .459
Integrity -.044 -.424 .673
Judgment .049 .458 .648
Initiative .125 1.396 .165
Cognitive Skills -.13 -1.267 .208
Dependability -.154 -1.527 .13
Self Discipline .301 2.353 .02 .627 .066 .035
Note. Hierarchical regression, variables entered in three blocks; mean substitution for 
missing data. Model: F(21, 108) = 8.661,/? < .01; Multiple R = .792; R2 = .621.
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TABLE 5
PSYCHOLOGICAL ATTRIBUTES DESCRIPTIVES AND FACTOR STRUCTURE
Sample Statistics Factor Loadings1
M SD 1 2
Determination 6.05 1.31 .890 -.123
Courage 6.04 1.22 .864 -.020
Physical Fitness and 
Endurance 5.84 1.27 .851 -.004
Channeled Aggressiveness 5.64 1.45 .821 -.232
Mental Toughness 5.98 1.117 .817 -.027
Selfless Service 5.96 1.22 .794 .163
Technical and Tactical 5.88 1.03 .789 -.172Competence
Confidence 6.07 1.02 .758 .033
Performs Under Stress 6.22 .93 .718 -.030
Team Commitment and 6.15 1.22 .702 .194Loyalty
Initiative 6.06 1.34 .658 .101
Dependability 6.35 .97 .605 .330
Judgment 6.28 .94 .602 .344
Self-discipline 6.43 1.06 .520 .470
Integrity 6.45 .96 .474 .466
Diplomacy and Negotiation 
Skills 5.68 1.56 -.200 .897
Understanding o f the 
Conflict 5.82 1.31 -.120 .861
Cultural Awareness and 5.8 1.52 -.032 .803Adaptability
Tolerance o f Ambiguity 5.85 1.22 .164 .698
Cognitive Skills 5.77 1.2 .392 .561
Tolerance o f Monotony and 
Boredom 5.84 1.26 .284 .496
a Principal components extraction, oblique rotation by means of direct oblimin method; 
rotation converged in six iterations.
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TABLE 6
STUDY 2 WARFIGHTER AND TRADITIONAL PEACEKEEPER SAMPLE
DESCRIPTIYES
Noncommissioned Years o f
Officers Age Service Combat Peacekeeping











































SEVEN ATTRIBUTES AND WARFIGHTING - PEACEKEEPING APTITUDE 
DESCRIPTIVES FOR STUDY 1 AND 2
Study 1 Study 2
TT7 ~ - Traditional ,T7 ~ w TraditionalWarfighters ~ , Warfighters ~ ,° Peacekeepers ° Peacekeepers
Attributes M SD M SD M SD M SD
Mental Toughness (mt) 6.36 1.09 5.83 1.03 5.54 11 4.3 .58
Channeled Aggressiveness 
(ca)
Physical Fitness, Endurance 
(pf)
6.33 1.13 5.22 1.33 6.16 .91 5.5 .92
6.24 1.29 5.52 1.31 6.04 .96 5.8 1.34
M'*-/




5.2 1.43 6.35 .69 4.66 1.26 6.1 .73
5.03 1.79 6.47 .68 4.85 1.17 5.9 .77
Tolerance of Monotony, 
Boredom (tm) 5.5 1.48 6.08 .81 4.29 1.31 5.3 1.03
Self-discipline (sd) 6.29 1.34 6.48 .6 5.94 .87 6.4 .59
Aptitude
Warfighting: Mwar 
= (Mmt + Mca + MPf) / 3 6.31 1.01 5.52 .93 5.91 .58 5.21 .67
































-.31* -.13 -.02 .59s
-.3* -.25* .15 .64* .48
Tolerance of Monotony ^




.08 .01 .46* .48* .39*
.13 .23* .24* .34* .36* .42*
Ad,5d
.28*
Note. Attribute correlations with group membership are listed along the diagonal. 
Asterisk denotes significant correlations (p < .05).
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TABLE 9
STUDY 2 REGRESSION OF APTITUDE SCORES PREDICTING EFFECTIVE 
PERFORMANCE AS A WARFIGHTER OR PEACEKEEPER
Predictor B t P R2 AR2 Sig. AR2
Step 1:
Warfighting
Aptitude -.48 -4.98 .00 .234 .234 .000
Step 2:
Warfighting
Aptitude -.45 -5.86 .000
Peacekeeping
Aptitude .548 7.17 .000 .534 .299 .000
Note. Hierarchical regression, variables entered in two blocks; mean substitution for 
missing data. Model: F(2, 80) = 45.75,p  < .01; Multiple R = .73; R2 = .534.
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TABLE 10




M SD 1 2
Physical Fitness and 
Endurance (Mmt) 5.84 1.27 .087 .534
Channeled 5.64 1.45 -.093 .717Aggressiveness (Mca)
Mental
Toughness (Mmt) 5.98 1.117 -.243 .802
Self-discipline (Msd) 6.43 1.06 .6 .535
Diplomacy and 
Negotiation Skills (Mdn) 5.68 1.56 .843 -.145
Understanding of the 
Conflict (Muc) 5.82 1.31 .816 -.21
Tolerance of Monotony 
and Boredom (Mtm) 5.84 1.26 .769 .088
Principal components extraction, oblique rotation by means of direct 
oblimin method; rotation converged in five iterations.
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APPENDIX A 
WARFIGHTER SURVEYS VERSIONS A1 AND A2
Warfighter Psychological Attributes Survey (Version A l)
Please fill out the personal information below. Then read the attributes and their 
definitions carefully. Ask yourself how important it is for a soldier to possess this attribute in 
order to perform effectively as a WARFIGHTER. Then rate the attribute by circling a number 
on the scale between 1 and 7, where 1 represents that an attribute is less important and 7 is highly 
important. Remember: You are rating the importance of these attributes for any soldier to 
perform effectively as a warfigher. Take your time and complete all ratings before returning the 
survey.
I. Your Personal Information
Age:______  Sex: M / F Race: Nationality:
Rank: Years of Service: Military Occupational Skill (MOS):
Are you a veteran of any of the following combat operations? (if yes, please circle)
Operation Iraqi Operation Enduring Desert Storm Operation Operation
Freedom Freedom (Iraq) Just Cause Urgent Fury
(Iraq) (Afghanistan) (Panama) (Grenada)
Have you deployed to conduct duties in any of the following peacekeeping operations? (if yes, 
please circle)
Multinational Operation 






















The warfighter is a combatant who shoots, moves, and communicates to close 
with and destroy the enemy. Warfighters exist to fight and win wars.
Rate the importance of the following attributes for a Warfighter
1. Diplomacy and negotiation skills: willingness to consider all viewpoints and communicate in a 
tactful, non-threatening, agreeable, and persuasive manner to reach an acceptable compromise.




2. Tolerance of ambiguity: ability to tell the difference between changing levels of conflict, 
changing rules of engagement, or varying shades of meaning without becoming impatient or 
agitated; maintaining control when considering other groups' positions and motivations (e.g., 
other nation's soldiers, non-governmental personnel, civilians, media).
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
3. Selfless-service: putting the mission and the unit ahead of all other personal interests; 
subordinating one's personal wants and needs to those of one's comrades and team; conducting 
one’s self in the general interest despite any personal sacrifice.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
4. Determination; the competitive desire to win; understanding that victory on the battlefield is 
the focus that all efforts are devoted toward; mentally and physically.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
5. Confidence; positive belief and trust in one's own capabilities and those of comrades and unit; 
overcoming doubts and hesitation; maintaining a positive attitude toward the situation and other 
soldiers.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
6. Cultural awareness and adaptability; willingness to respect other customs and adapt readily by 
tolerating and accepting cultural differences; flexibility in personal interactions and problem 
solving to fit the situation and culture.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
7. Cognitive skills: displaying the mental skills to learn and retain knowledge required for 
effective performance, including visual recognition, vigilance, problem-solving, and logical 
reasoning for information processing and decision-making.




8. Mental toughness; maintaining mission focus and effective job performance despite physical 
and mental adversity (e.g., sleep deprivation and fatigue, lack of food, water, shelter, or privacy); 
ability to persevere through hardship without complaint; fortitude.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
9. Self-discipline: demonstrating the internal motivation and commitment to stay on task and 
conduct one's self within regulations and standards without needing external supervision.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
10. Tolerance of monotony and boredom: ability to cope with isolation from the unit and family, 
underutilization of skills or unstimulating tasks, and lack of privacy while maintaining mission 
focus and not becoming agitated or distracted.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
11. Integrity: courage and willingness to accept responsibility for one’s own actions; honesty in 
word and deed; demonstrated conviction that one’s word is a bond.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
12. Performs under stress: remaining composed when operating in the chaotic "fog of war;" stays 
on task despite long periods of uncertainty and danger; maturity to remain calm under high stress 
conditions.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
13. Channeled aggressiveness: ability to assert one's self and apply controlled force without 
hesitation to achieve the unit’s objectives; willingness to inflict destruction on an enemy during 
an attack or in defense of fellow soldiers and the unit.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
14. Physical fitness and endurance: striving to continually improve physical abilities to enhance 
overall performance and limit the negative effects of stress on job performance.




15. Courage: willingness to perform tasks that risk injury or death despite knowing the 
consequences; facing adversity and overcoming fear, uncertainty, deprivation, injury, or death to 
complete a mission; the soldier who displays courage understands the risks and is not reckless or 
ignorant.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
16. Judgment: the ability to apply reasonable decision making in differentiating between right and 
wrong in the context of the mission and unit commander's intent and purpose.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
17. Team commitment and loyalty: willingness and dedication to cooperate, compromise, 
sacrifice, and devote efforts to support other soldiers' and the unit goals; willing obedience to the 
unit leadership; allegiance to the nation, its military force, the unit, and other soldiers.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
18. Dependability: others can depend on one's individual level of responsibility to complete tasks 
and follow through on obligations.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
19. Understanding of conflict: in-depth understanding of the origins and patterns of a conflict, its 
historical background, the participants’ perspectives and capabilities, and the details of existing 
peace agreements and rules of engagement.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
20. Technical and tactical competence: understanding the procedures and standards for 
maneuvering, communicating, and engaging the enemy to win on the battlefield; proficiency in 
performing tasks and operating the tools of the trade (i.e., weapons and communications 
systems).
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
21. Initiative: internal motivation to decide and act in the absence of orders; improvising and 
using resources at hand in seeking and finding solutions.




Thank you for your participation. Your identity and ratings are confidential and will not 
reflect on you personally in any way.
Warfighter Psychological Attributes Self-Assessment (Version A2)
Please fill out the personal information below. Then read the statements carefully and ask 
yourself how well they describe you. Rate how much you agree or disagree with the description 
by circling a number between 1 and 7. Circling 1 means that you strongly disagree with the 
statement as it describes you, 7 means you strongly agree. Remember: Assess how much you 
agree or disagree with the item's description of yourself. Take your time and be as honest as 
possible in completing all self-assessments before returning the questionnaire.
1. Your Personal Information
Age:______  Sex: M / F Race:___________  Nationality:_____________
Rank:______  Years of Service:_ Military Occupational Skill (MOS):__________
Are you a veteran of any of the following combat operations? (if yes, please circle)
Operation Iraqi Operation Enduring Desert Storm Operation Operation
Freedom Freedom (Iraq) Just Cause Urgent Fury
(Iraq) (Afghanistan) (Panama) (Grenada)
Have you deployed to conduct duties in any of the following peacekeeping operations? (if yes, 
please circle)
Multinational Operation Operation Task Force Falcon
Force and Able Sentry Joint Forge (KFOR-Kosovo)
Observers (Macedonia) (SFOR-Bosnia)
(MFO Sinai)
Operation Uphold/ Maintain UNMEE
Restore Hope Democracy (Ethiopia/Eritrea)
(Somalia) (Haiti)
2. Personal Descriptions - How Do You Rate Yourself?
1. I am willing and dedicated to cooperate, compromise, sacrifice, and devote my efforts to 
support other soldiers' and unit goals. I am willingly obedient to the unit leadership. I am loyal to 
the nation, its military force, the unit, and my comrades. (Team commitment and loyalty)









2. I can tell the difference between right and wrong and make reasonable decisions in the 
contexts of the mission and unit commander's intent and purpose. (Judgment)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
3. I strive to gain an in-depth understanding of the origins and patterns of a conflict, its historical 
background, the participants’ perspectives and capabilities, and the details of existing agreements 
and rules of engagement. (Understanding of conflict)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
4. I can assert myself and apply controlled force without hesitation to achieve the unit’s 
objectives. I am willing to inflict destruction on an enemy during an attack or in defense of fellow 
soldiers and the unit. (Channeled aggressiveness)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
5. I accept responsibility for my actions. I am honest in word and deed. My word is a bond. 
(Integrity)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
6. I am not easily distracted or agitated and can maintain mission focus when coping with 
isolation from the unit and family, underutilization of skills or unstimulating tasks, and lack of 
privacy. (Tolerance of monotony and boredom)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
7. I can logically process information, make decisions, and solve problems. I have the mental 
skills to learn and retain knowledge required for effective performance. (Cognitive skills)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
8. I maintain mission focus and effective job performance despite physical and mental adversity 
(e.g., sleep deprivation and fatigue, lack of food, water, shelter, or privacy). I persevere through 
hardship without complaint. (Mental toughness)




9. I have the internal motivation and commitment to stay on task and conduct myself within 
regulations and standards without needing external supervision. (Self-discipline)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
10. I am internally motivated to make decisions and act in the absence of orders. I readily 
improvise and use resources at hand in seeking and finding solutions. (Initiative)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
11. I subordinate my personal wants and needs to those of my comrades and team. I put the
mission and the unit ahead of all other personal interests. I am willing to sacrifice for the general
interest. (Selfless-service)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
12. I remain composed when operating in the chaotic "fog of war." I stay on task despite long 
periods of uncertainty and danger. I maintain clear and logical thought in high stress conditions. 
(Performs under stress) >
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
13. I strive to continually improve my physical abilities to enhance my overall performance. I 
understand that physical fitness and endurance play a crucial role in my ability to limit the 
negative effects of stress on performance. (Physical fitness and endurance)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
14. I have a competitive desire to win. I am mentally and physically resolved to improve my 
readiness by meeting and exceeding demanding standards. (Determination)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
15. I differentiate among changing levels of conflict or varying shades of meaning in situations 
or in other's actions. I can maintain emotional control when dealing with the opinions, positions 
and motivations of those outside my unit (e.g., other nation's soldiers, non-governmental
personnel, civilians, media). (Tolerance of ambiguity)




16. I understand the procedures and standards for maneuvering, communicating, and engaging 
the enemy to win on the battlefield. I am proficient in operating the tools of the trade (i.e., 
weapons and communications systems). (Technical and tactical competence)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
17. I willingly respect other people's customs and can tolerate and accept cultural differences. I 
consider other people's perspectives and am flexible solving problems to fit the situation and 
culture. (Cultural awareness and adaptability)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
18. Others can depend on me to complete tasks and follow through on obligations. I display a 
high level of responsibility. (Dependability)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
19. I willingly consider all viewpoints and communicate in a tactful, agreeable, and persuasive 
manner to reach an acceptable compromise. (Diplomacy and negotiation skills)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
20. I am confident in my abilities and the abilities of my comrades and unit. I easily overcome 
doubts and hesitation when considering how well my unit and I will perform. (Confidence)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
21. I am willing to perform tasks in support of my comrades or the mission that may risk injury 
or death despite knowing the consequences. I face adversity and overcome fear and uncertainty to 
complete a mission. (Courage)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
Thank you for your participation. Your identity and ratings are confidential and will not 
reflect on you personally in any way.
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APPENDIX B 
PEACEKEEPER SURVEYS VERSIONS B1 AND B2
Peacekeeper Psychological Attributes Survey (Version B l)
Please fill out the personal information below. Then read the attributes and their 
definitions carefully. Ask yourself how important it is for a soldier to possess this attribute in 
order to perform effectively as a PEACEKEEPER. Then rate the attribute by circling a number 
on the scale between 1 and 7, where 1 represents that an attribute is less important and 7 is highly 
important. Remember: You are rating the importance of these attributes for any soldier to 
perform effectively in a peacekeeping operation. There are no right answers. Take your time and 
complete all ratings before returning the survey.
1. Your Personal Information
Age:______  Sex: M / F Race:_____________  Nationality:____________
Rank:_____  Years of Service:_______  Military Occupational Skill (MOS):__________
Are you a veteran of any of the following combat operations? (if yes, please circle)
Operation Iraqi Operation Enduring Desert Storm Operation Operation
Freedom Freedom (Iraq) Just Cause Urgent Fury
(Iraq) (Afghanistan) (Panama) (Grenada)
Have you deployed to conduct duties in any of the following peacekeeping operations? (if yes, 
please circle)
Multinational Operation Operation Task Force Falcon
Force and Able Sentry Joint Forge (KFOR-Kosovo)
Observers (Macedonia) (SFOR-Bosnia)
(MFO Sinai)
Operation Uphold/ Maintain UNMEE
Restore Hope Democracy (Ethiopia/Eritrea)
(Somalia) (Haiti)
2. Peacekeeper Attributes
The peacekeeper is an impartial third party that focuses on maintaining, building, 







Rate the importance of the following attributes for a Peacekeeper:
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1. Initiative: internal motivation to decide and act in the absence of orders; opportunistic 
improvising and using resources at hand in seeking and finding solutions.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
2. Diplomacy and negotiation skills: willingness to consider all viewpoints and communicate in a 
tactful, non-threatening, agreeable, and persuasive manner to reach an acceptable compromise.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
3. Selfless-service: subordinating one's personal wants and needs to those of one's comrades and 
team; putting the mission and the unit ahead of all other personal interests; conducting one’s self 
in the general interest despite any personal sacrifice.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
4. Cultural awareness and adaptability: willingness to respect other customs and adapt readily by 
tolerating and accepting cultural differences; flexibility in personal interactions and problem 
solving to fit the situation and culture.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
5. Understanding of conflict: displaying an in-depth comprehension of the origins and patterns of 
the conflict, its historical background, the participants’ perspectives and capabilities, and the 
details of existing agreements and rules of engagement.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
6. Dependability: others can depend on one's individual level of responsibility to complete tasks 
and follow through on obligations.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
7. Performs under stress: remaining composed when operating in the chaotic "fog of war;" stays 
on task despite long periods of uncertainty and danger; thinking clearly and logically and not 
losing control of emotions; maturity to remain calm under high stress conditions.




8. Confidence: positive belief and trust in one's own capabilities and those of comrades and unit; 
overcoming doubts and hesitation; maintaining a positive attitude toward the situation and other 
soldiers.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
9. Courage: willingness to perform tasks that risk injury or death despite knowing the 
consequences; facing adversity and overcoming fear, uncertainty, deprivation, injury, or death to 
complete a mission; the soldier who displays courage understands the risks and is not reckless or 
ignorant.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
10. Judgment: the ability to apply reasonable decision making in differentiating between right and 
wrong in the context of the mission and unit commander's intent and purpose.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
11. Channeled aggressiveness: ability to assert one's self and apply controlled force without 
hesitation to achieve the unit’s objectives; willingness to inflict destruction on an enemy during 
an attack or in defense of fellow soldiers and the unit; overcoming socially and morally accepted 
norms against injuring or killing another human in order to accomplish the mission.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
12. Tolerance of monotony and boredom: ability to cope with isolation from the unit and family, 
underutilization of skills or unstimulating tasks, and lack of privacy while maintaining mission 
focus and not becoming agitated or distracted.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
13. Mental toughness: maintaining mission focus and effective job performance despite physical 
and mental adversity (e.g., sleep deprivation and fatigue, lack of food, water, shelter, or privacy); 
ability to persevere through hardship without complaint; fortitude.




14. Self-discipline: demonstrating the internal motivation and commitment to stay on task and 
conduct one's self within regulations and standards without needing external supervision.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
15. Physical fitness and endurance: striving to continually improve physical abilities to enhance 
overall performance; demonstrating the understanding that physical fitness and endurance play a 
crucial role in a soldier's ability to limit the negative effects of stress on job performance. •
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
16. Cognitive skills: displaying the mental skills to learn and retain knowledge required for 
effective performance, including visual recognition, vigilance, problem-solving, and logical 
reasoning for information processing and decision-making.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
17. Team commitment and loyalty: willingness and dedication to cooperate, compromise, 
sacrifice, and devote efforts to support other soldiers' and the unit goals; willing obedience to the 
unit leadership; allegiance to the nation, its military force, the unit, and other soldiers.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
18. Determination: the competitive desire to win; understanding that victory on the battlefield is 
the focus that all efforts are devoted toward; mentally and physically resolved to improve 
readiness by meeting and exceeding demanding standards.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
19. Integrity: courage and willingness to accept responsibility for one’s own actions; honesty in 
word and deed; demonstrated conviction that one’s word is a bond.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
20. Technical and Tactical competence: understanding the procedures and standards for 
maneuvering, communicating, and engaging the enemy to win on the battlefield; proficiency in 
performing tasks and operating the tools of the trade (i.e., weapons and communications 
systems).




21. Tolerance of ambiguity: ability to differentiate among changing levels of conflict or varying 
shades of meaning in situations or in other's actions without becoming impatient or agitated; 
maintaining emotional control when considering other groups' positions and motivations (e.g., 
other nation's soldiers, non-governmental personnel, civilians, media).
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Less Highly
Important Important
Thank you for your participation. Your identity and ratings are confidential and will not 
reflect on you personally in any way.
Peacekeeper Psychological Attributes Self-Assessment (Version B2)
Please fill out the personal information below. Then read the statements carefully and ask 
yourself how well they describe you. Rate how much you agree or disagree with the description 
by circling a number between 1 and 7. Circling 1 means that you strongly disagree with the 
statement as it describes you, 7 means you strongly agree. Remember: Assess how much you 
agree or disagree with the item's description of yourself. There are no right answers. Take your 
time and be as honest as possible in completing all self-assessments before returning the 
questionnaire.
1. Your Personal Information
Age:______  Sex: M / F Race: Nationality:
Rank: Years of Service: Military Occupational Skill (MOS):
Are you a veteran of any of the following combat operations? (if yes, please circle)
Operation Iraqi Operation Enduring Desert Storm Operation Operation
Freedom Freedom (Iraq) Just Cause Urgent Fury
(Iraq) (Afghanistan) (Panama) (Grenada)
Have you deployed to conduct duties in any of the following peacekeeping operations? (if yes, 
please circle)
Multinational Operation Operation Task Force Falcon Northern/

















2. Personal Descriptions - How Do You Rate Yourself?
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1. I am willing and dedicated to cooperate, compromise, sacrifice, and devote my efforts to 
support other soldiers' and unit goals. I am willingly obedient to the unit leadership. I am loyal to 
the nation, its military force, the unit, and my comrades. (Team commitment and loyalty)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
2. I strive to gain an in-depth understanding of the origins and patterns of a conflict, its historical 
background, the participants’ perspectives and capabilities, and the details of existing agreements 
and rules of engagement. (Understanding of conflict)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
3. I can apply reasonable decision making and differentiate between right and wrong in the 
context of the mission and unit commander's intent and purpose. (Judgment)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
4. I am internally motivated to make decisions and act in the absence of orders. I readily 
improvise and use resources at hand in seeking and finding solutions. (Initiative)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
5. I differentiate among changing levels of conflict or varying shades of meaning in situations or 
in other's actions. I can maintain emotional control when dealing with the opinions, positions and 
motivations of those outside my unit (e.g., other nation's soldiers, non-governmental personnel, 
civilians, media). (Tolerance of ambiguity)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
6. I willingly consider all viewpoints and communicate in a tactful, agreeable, and persuasive 
manner to reach an acceptable compromise. (Diplomacy and negotiation skills)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
7. I am willing to perform tasks in support of my comrades or the mission that may risk injury or 
death despite knowing the consequences. I face adversity and overcome fear and uncertainty to 
complete a mission. (Courage)




8. I am confident in my abilities and the abilities of my comrades and unit. I easily overcome 
doubts and hesitation when considering how well my unit and I will perform. (Confidence)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
9. I maintain mission focus and effective job performance despite physical and mental adversity 
(e.g., sleep deprivation and fatigue, lack of food, water, shelter, or privacy). I persevere through
hardship without complaint. (Mental toughness)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
10. I assert myself and apply controlled force without hesitation to achieve the unit’s objectives. I 
am willing to inflict destruction on an enemy during an attack or in defense of fellow soldiers and 
the unit. I can overcome socially and morally accepted norms against injuring or killing another
human in order to accomplish the mission. (Channeled aggressiveness)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
11. I am not easily distracted or agitated and can maintain mission focus when coping with 
isolation from the unit and family, underutilization of skills or unstimulating tasks, and lack of 
privacy. (Tolerance of monotony and boredom)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
12. I willingly respect other customs and adapt readily by tolerating and accepting cultural 
differences. I consider other perspective and am flexible in personal interactions and problem 
solving to fit the situation and culture. (Cultural awareness and adaptability)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
13. I subordinate my personal wants and needs to those of my comrades and team. I put the
mission and the unit ahead of all other personal interests. I am willing to sacrifice for the general
interest. (Selfless-service)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
14. I accept responsibility for my actions. I am honest in word and deed. My word is a bond. 
(Integrity)




15. I remain composed when operating in the chaotic "fog of war." I stay on task despite long 
periods of uncertainty and danger. I maintain clear and logical thought in high stress conditions. 
(Performs under stress)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
16. Others can depend on me to complete tasks and follow through on obligations. I display a 
high level of responsibility. (Dependability)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
17. I strive to continually improve my physical abilities to enhance my overall performance. I 
understand that physical fitness and endurance play a crucial role in my ability to limit the 
negative effects of stress on performance. (Physical fitness and endurance)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
18. I have the internal motivation and commitment to stay on task and conduct myself within 
regulations and standards without needing external supervision. (Self-discipline)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
19. I can logically reason to process information, make decisions, and solve problems. I have the 
mental skills to learn and retain knowledge required for effective performance. (Cognitive skills)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
20. I understand the procedures and standards for maneuvering, communicating, and engaging 
the enemy to win on the battlefield. I am proficient in operating the tools of the trade (i.e., 
weapons and communications systems).
(Technical and tactical competence)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
21. I have a competitive desire to win. I am mentally and physically resolved to improve my 
readiness by meeting and exceeding demanding standards. (Determination)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
Thank you for your participation. Your identity and ratings are confidential and will not 
reflect on you personally in any way.
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APPENDIX C
STUDY 2 PSYCHOLOGICAL APTITUDE INSTRUMENT FOR ASSESSING 
EFFECTIVE PERFORMANCE AS A WARFIGHTER OR 
TRADITIONAL PEACEKEEPER
Psychological Aptitude for Effective Military Performance
Please fill out the personal information below. Then read and complete each statement 
carefully. Take your time and be as honest as possible in completing every item before returning 
the questionnaire. Rate how much you agree or disagree with each statement by circling a number 
between 1 and 7. Circling 1 means that you strongly disagree with the statement and circling 7 
means you strongly agree. There are no right answers. Remember: You are completing each item 
based on what you believe and how you see yourself .
Your Personal Information
Age:______  Sex: M / F Race:___________  Nationality:______________
Rank:_____  Years of Service:______ Military Occupational Skill (MOS):__________
Are you a veteran of any of the following combat operations? (if yes, please circle)
Operation Iraqi Operation Enduring Desert Storm Operation Operation
Freedom Freedom (Iraq) Just Cause Urgent Fury
(Iraq) (Afghanistan) (Panama) (Grenada)


























Mark all of the following statements according to what you believe and how you 
view yourself.
93
1. It is easy for me to maintain a high level of performance during repetitive, monotonous 
tasks.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
2. The thought that I may have to injure or kill another human to successfully perform my 
duties bothers me.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
3. The ability to negotiate and compromise with foreign parties is not important to the 
effective completion of my military duties.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree


















5. When I do not get my routine amount of sleep or food, I have difficulty performing my 
duties effectively.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
6. Reaching an acceptable compromise with others outside my country’s military is 
important to mission success.
1 2 3 4 5 6
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree 
Disagree Disagree Agree























8. It is easy for me to perform my duties effectively when no one is watching me.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
9. Negotiations and compromise are an important part of conducting my military duties 
effectively.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
10.1 have the self-discipline required to perform my military duties according to 
regulations and standards without supervision.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
11. When called upon to do so, I can apply deadly force without hesitation in performing 
my duties.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
12.1 am open and willing to considering foreign perspectives in order to achieve mission 
success.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
13. My physical endurance is an important part of being able to effectively complete a 
mission.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
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14. When performing my duties outside of my home nation, I strive to learn as much as 
possible about other cultures, their history and perspectives, and the conflict.
1 2 3 4 5 6
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree 
Disagree Disagree Agree
15. Being physically fit is critical to performing my duties effectively.
1 2 3 4 5 6








16. No matter how difficult the conditions get, I persevere to complete my duties during a 
mission.
1 2  3 4
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral
Disagree Disagree


























18. Understanding the historical background, culture, and perspectives of those outside of 
my country’s military forces is important to mission accomplishment.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
19. When performing during a mission, I can easily focus on my duties and block out 
pain, hunger, thirst, and discomfort.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
20. Effective performance of my military duties does not depend on my physical fitness 
or endurance.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
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21.1 can overcome setbacks to maintain the confidence required for effective 
performance of military duties.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
22. Foreign perspectives and the historical background of conflicts mean little to my 
effective performance.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
Thank you for your participation. Your identity and answers are confidential and will not 
reflect on you personally in any way.
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APPENDIX D
WARFIGHTER-PEACEKEEPER PSYCHOLOGICAL APTITUDE ASSESSMENT
Name
Psychological Aptitude for Effective M ilitary Performance
Read and complete each statement carefully. Take your time and be as honest as possible 
in completing every item before returning the questionnaire. There are no right answers. Rate 
how much you agree or disagree with each statement's description of you and your military 
performance by circling a number between 1 and 7. Circling 1 means that you strongly disagree 
with the statement and circling 7 means you strongly agree. Complete each item based on what 
you believe and how you see yourself.
1. It is easy for me to maintain a high level of performance during repetitive, monotonous 
tasks.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
2. The thought that I may have to injure or kill another human to successfully perform my 
duties bothers me.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
3. The ability to negotiate and compromise with foreign parties is not important to the 
effective completion of my military duties.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
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4 .1 perform most effectively when I am being supervised.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
5. When I do not get my routine amount of sleep or food, I have difficulty performing my 
duties effectively.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
6. Reaching an acceptable compromise with others outside my country’s military is 
important to mission success.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
7 .1 am willing to kill or injure another human to accomplish the mission.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
8. It is easy for me to perform my duties effectively when no one is watching me.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
9. Negotiations and compromise are an important part of conducting my military duties 
effectively.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
10.1 have the self-discipline required to perform my military duties according to 
regulations and standards without supervision.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
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11. When called upon to do so, I can apply deadly force without hesitation in performing 
my duties.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree  ^ Disagree Agree Agree
12.1 am open and willing to considering foreign perspectives in order to achieve mission 
success.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
13. My physical endurance is an important part of being able to effectively complete a 
mission.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
14. When performing my duties outside of my home nation, I strive to learn as much as 
possible about other cultures, their history and perspectives, and the conflict.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
15. Being physically fit is critical to performing my duties effectively.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
16. No matter how difficult the conditions get, I persevere to complete my duties during a 
mission.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
17.1 get bored easily while performing my duties.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
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18. Understanding the historical background, culture, and perspectives of those outside of 
my country’s military forces is important to mission accomplishment.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
19. When performing during a mission, I can easily focus on my duties and block out 
pain, hunger, thirst, and discomfort.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
20. Effective performance of my military duties does not depend on my physical fitness 
or endurance.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
21.1 can overcome setbacks to maintain the confidence required for effective 
performance of military duties.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
22. Foreign perspectives and the historical background of conflicts mean little to my 
effective performance.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
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